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ABSTRACT
FIRST CLEAR THE WAY, THEN PRESS FORWARD: IMPLEMENTATION INTENTIONS
AND JOB SEARCH BEHAVIORS
Christopher J. Budnick, M.A.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Alecia M. Santuzzi & Amanda M. Durik, Directors

Boredom is an aversive internal state that increases task-irrelevant thinking, decreases
task-directed concentration, and hinders task performance. Job seekers often struggle with
boredom while completing job search tasks. Implementation intentions – goal-directed action
plans – might prove an effective means of coping with boredom during task completion. Prior
research has incorporated various forms of implementation intentions but has not yet examined
which forms are most effective during the job search. Using a laboratory experiment, I randomly
assigned 151 undergraduate student participants to one of four conditions: (1) a superordinate
goal only, (2) an implementation intention to reduce distraction, (3) an implementation intention
to re-direct attention, or (4) a combined implementation intention condition designed to reduce
distraction and then re-direct attention. Participants determined whether a series of employment
advertisements matched a provided list of general applicant qualifications and completed
measures of affect, distraction, commitment, boredom, sleep behaviors, and demographics. I
hypothesized that boredom would negatively associate with task performance and positively
associate with negative affect and distraction during task completion. I also predicted that
participants with a combined implementation intention would identify advertisements more
accurately, more quickly, and while experiencing less cognitive distraction than would
participants with a distraction-inhibiting implementation intention, an attention-directing

implementation intention, or only a superordinate goal. As predicted, boredom significantly
negatively associated with task performance and significantly positively associated with posttask negative affect and distraction during task completion. The predicted effects of conditions
for task performance and distraction did not find support. These findings provide important
insights into the adaptive formation of implementation intentions specific to the job search, as
well as for goal striving more generally. I discuss the theoretical and practical implications of
these results as well as promising opportunities for future research.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Unemployment is frustrating, and if prolonged, can increase susceptibility to depression
and anxiety (McKee-Ryan, Song, Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005; Paul & Moser, 2009; Wanberg,
2012). Cognitive and affective challenges inherent to the job search contribute to that frustration.
Securing re-employment requires the job seeker to manage and structure time efficiently while
remaining focused, motivated, and persistent (Kanfer, Wanberg, & Kantrowitz, 2001; Wanberg,
Zhu, & van Hooft, 2010). However, distracting or aversive internal states could disrupt job
seekers’ employment search activities.
Aversive emotional states, such as boredom, might be especially likely to draw attention
from job search tasks and detrimentally affect task performance. Job seekers must utilize
complex strategies and engage self-regulatory abilities (Boswell, Zimmerman, & Swider, 2012;
Wanberg, Zhu, Kanfer, & Zhang, 2012) to cope with negative and distracting emotions
(Wanberg, Basbug, van Hooft, & Samtani, 2012; Wanberg, Zhu, et al., 2012). Thus, an
intervention that improves job seekers’ control of their emotions while completing job search
tasks would likely benefit unemployed individuals and their counselors. This research tests the
efficacy of various implementation intentions – goal-directed action plans – for overcoming
aversive internal states and staying on task during the execution of job search behaviors.

2
Job Search Behaviors

Job search behaviors are goal-directed actions aimed at reducing discrepancies between
current employment status and employment goals (Kanfer et al., 2001). For example, a job
seeker desiring re-employment has a discrepancy between his/her current state (i.e., unemployed)
and the desired state (i.e., employed). The job seeker should then gather information about
available positions, evaluate the fit of those positions, and apply to those that could result in an
acceptable goal-employment match (Barber, Daly, Giannantonio, & Phillips, 1994; Saks, 2006).
Prior to making such decisions, however, job seekers must review many employment
advertisements while determining if a match exists between the employer’s requirements and
their qualifications. This increases both the cognitive and affective demands experienced by job
seekers, as they must persistently maintain focused attention while inhibiting or coping with any
aversive states that could limit those same attentional resources. Accordingly, job seekers
describe the process of seeking employment opportunities and completing applications as tedious
and time consuming (Wanberg, Basbug, et al., 2012), which suggests that boredom is commonly
experienced when completing job search activities.

Boredom: A Distinct Emotional Experience

Boredom is a distinct emotional experience representing more than reduced interest or
positive affect (Goldberg, Eastwood, LaGuardia, & Danckert, 2011; Pekrun, Goetz, Daniels,
Stupnisky, & Perry, 2010). It is “the aversive experience of having an unfulfilled desire to be
engaged in satisfying activity” (Fahlman, Mercer-Lynn, Flora, & Eastwood, 2013, p. 71)
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characterized by negative affect, perceptions of time passing slowly, and difficulty focusing
attention (Eastwood, Frischen, Fenske, & Smilek, 2012; Fahlman et al., 2013; Pekrun et al.,
2010; van Tilburg & Igou, 2012). Decreased concentration and increased task-irrelevant thinking
(e.g., mind wandering; Eastwood et al., 2012; Fahlman et al., 2013; Pekrun et al., 2010) are each
outcomes of boredom that are potentially disruptive to job search efficiency and effectiveness.
Indeed, job seekers report struggling with boredom while completing online search tasks,
as the tedious time-consuming completion of online applications is a common complaint. Some
job seekers have described that process as “mind-numbing” (Wanberg, Basbug, et al., 2012, p.
908). As job seekers find the process of seeking and applying for employment boring, an
effective method of coping with boredom and negating its detrimental effects on job search
behaviors seems necessary.

Boredom, Coping, and Attentional Focus

To cope with distracting emotional states, such as boredom, job seekers must engage in
emotion control strategies (Kanfer & Heggestad, 1999; Kuhl, 1985; Wanberg, Zhu, et al., 2012).
The successful control of aversive internal states involves selectively focusing one’s attention on
a task while inhibiting information generated by those aversive states. Selectively focusing one’s
attention facilitates goal-relevant information processing and inhibits the processing of nonrelevant information (Dijksterhuis & Aarts, 2010; Kuhl, 1985). For the job seeker this could
mean focusing attention on monotonous tasks while inhibiting information, indicating boredom.
Boredom draws attention from tasks and directs that attention toward distracting stimuli
(Pekrun et al., 2010), which diverts one’s available resources away from the focal task (Kanfer &
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Heggestad, 1999). In particular, boredom often results in task-irrelevant thinking or
concentration difficulties (Fahlman et al., 2013; Pekrun et al., 2010). A job seeker who is bored
while reviewing employment advertisements might find that s/he is daydreaming (task-irrelevant
thinking) about more pleasant endeavors. Failing to cope with that boredom might result in a
failure to process relevant employment information as he/she suffers broken concentration or
unintended task-irrelevant thinking (Eastwood et al., 2012).
Attentional capacity used for task-irrelevant thinking is attentional capacity not directed
at the focal task. Remaining focused requires the exertion of cognitive effort in order to draw
attention away from the distraction and re-direct it toward the focal task. However, it would
seem especially beneficial to delegate the direction of one’s attention to processes that operate
quickly and require little online processing capacity (Kuhl, 1985). Thus, having a preprogrammed response to counteract boredom could serve two purposes: eliminating the
emotional distraction and preserving cognitive resources needed to move forward on the task.

Implementation Intentions and the Job Search

Implementation intentions (IIs) are action plans that remove personal volition from action
initiation and delegate a behavioral response to a situational cue. IIs specify the when, where,
and how of goal pursuit. These conditional statements (e.g., If X is present, then respond with Y)
seem effective for both initiating and persisting in goal-directed activities (for a review see,
Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006). Situational cues become more salient with the addition of IIs. A
link develops between the specified cue and a desired behavior. Encountering the highly
accessible cue elicits the linked behavior automatically, without effort, and often outside of
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conscious awareness. IIs seem to enhance goal attainment compared to holding only a
superordinate goal (e.g., I intend to do Z; Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006).
Having an II that addresses distracting or aversive internal states should facilitate the job
search. When experiencing boredom, a pre-planned attentional response could negate or reduce
the need for the effortful maintenance of attention. Successful emotion control through action
planning should free or redirect attentional resources previously focused on the disruptive
internal state (i.e., reduce cognitive distraction; Kanfer & Heggestad, 1999; Kuhl, 1985).
Yet, research examining the utility of IIs in sustaining job search behaviors is limited.
One preliminary examination reported that self-generated IIs partially mediated the relationship
between job search intentions and job search behaviors (van Hooft, Born, Taris, van der Flier, &
Blonk, 2005). Among unemployed participants intending to seek reemployment, those with selfgenerated IIs had greater intention-behavior consistency than participants without IIs. Although
focused on the initiation of job search behaviors, these correlational results suggest that IIs may
provide an efficient and simple means of also increasing the effectiveness of job search
behaviors. To my knowledge, this research is the first experimental test of this idea in a jobsearch context.
Nevertheless, research reports that IIs designed to shield goal striving from distracting
internal states have been successful when taking either of two forms. Distraction-inhibiting IIs
link a distracting cue to an ignore response (e.g., If I experience aversive state X, then I will
ignore that state; Gollwitzer & Schaal, 1998). Alternatively, attention-directing IIs use a cue to
adaptively direct attention (e.g., If I see X, then I will focus all my attention on Y; Webb,
Ononaiye, Sheeran, Reidy, & Lavda, 2010). Yet, boredom might derail one’s job search on two
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fronts, either by decreasing task-directed concentration or by increasing task-irrelevant thinking.
A third type of II might attempt to overcome those difficulties by actively ignoring the internal
state and directing attention toward the task. Therefore, in this study, I randomly assigned
participants a distraction-inhibiting II, an attention-directing II, or a combination of those IIs
directed at coping with boredom while reviewing employment advertisements.

Distraction-Inhibiting IIs

Distraction-inhibiting IIs are designed to pre-program an ignore response for when
individuals experience a distraction. By hindering distractions from competing for attention,
distraction-inhibiting IIs might improve task performance. For example, past research
(Gollwitzer & Schaal, 1998) examined IIs directed at coping with external distractions during a
mathematics task. Across conditions, each II had an identical cue (e.g., “As soon as I see moving
pictures or hear some sound”); however, the II response for each condition differed. Participants’
II response was either, “I will ignore them” (distraction inhibition) or “I will increase my efforts
on the arithmetic task.” Although participants in both II conditions outperformed participants in
the control condition, participants assigned distraction-inhibiting IIs demonstrated the largest
performance benefits. In a similar manner, distraction-inhibiting IIs might benefit job seekers
attempting to overcome the distraction of boredom during their employment search. Such an II
might take the form, “If distractor X is present, then I will ignore that distractor.”
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Attention-Directing IIs

Alternatively, an II designed to direct attention (i.e., an attention-directing II) could
increase individuals’ task-directed concentration, which could improve task performance. In fact,
Webb, Ononaiye, Sheeran, Reidy, and Lavda (2010) demonstrated the successful use of IIs to
direct the attention of socially anxious individuals away from social threat cues. In their first
study, participants adopted the attention-directing II, “If I see a neutral word, then I will focus all
my attention on it!” For highly socially anxious individuals, holding this II attenuated their
biased responses to social threat information. They responded similarly to non-socially anxious
individuals when presented with social threat cues. Additionally, attention-directing IIs
facilitated the disengagement of attention from social threat cues for highly socially anxious
participants (Study 2). Importantly, neither Study 1’s nor Study 2’s results were due to
participants in the II conditions receiving more information than in the superordinate goal
condition (Study 3; Webb et al., 2010).
It is noteworthy that social anxiety results in a feeling of general discomfort for an
individual anticipating social interaction with and evaluation by unfamiliar partners (Cheek &
Briggs, 1990; Schlenker & Leary, 1982). As attention-directing IIs have proven beneficial
regarding that aversive internal experience, they conceivably could prove equally beneficial to
individuals attempting to overcome aversive experiences during the completion of a monotonous
task. Attention-directing IIs could use boredom to cue increased attention on the focal task. This
increased attention could improve task performance. For job seekers experiencing boredom
while reviewing employment advertisements, an attention-directing II could result in increased
attention to each individual advertisement. Such an II might take the form: “If distractor X is
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present, then I will focus my attention on the task.” This attention-directing II might actually
result in increased productivity for individuals who experience the highest levels of distraction.
Higher levels of distraction when holding this II might serve to heighten the attention given to
the task. Alternatively, it is possible that this attention-directing II will simply enable participants
to return their focus to the job search task once distraction has drawn that attention away. In that
case, I would not expect the attention-directing II to improve task performance for higher rather
than lower levels of boredom.

Combined IIs

On the other hand, increased task-directed concentration might be unsustainable when
confronted with a persistent distraction. Aversive internal states often persistently recur to
increase the difficulty of resisting distractions during prolonged task completion (Herrman &
Wortmann, 1985). For example, upon a job seeker’s initial experience of boredom, an attentiondirecting II might successfully increase his/her task-directed attention. Yet, boredom remains
uninhibited and its recurrence could interfere with the job seeker’s task focus as time-on-task
increases. As many hours could conceivably be spent reviewing employment advertisements,
attention-directing compared to distraction-inhibiting IIs might only achieve moderate success.
However, combining distraction-inhibiting and attention-directing IIs could improve the
performance of job search behaviors above holding either II in isolation. Boredom is a persistent,
demanding, and aversive internal state that interrupts one’s task-directed attention. Considering
the inherent boredom of many job search tasks, it would seem reasonable for job seekers first to
free attention by inhibiting (e.g., ignoring) boredom, then to redirect that attention at the job
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search task. Therefore, a combined II should specify an aversive state, an inhibiting response for
that state, and then redirect attention to the task. Such an II might take the form: If distraction X
is present, then I will ignore that distraction and focus my attention on the task.
Although this combined II is a slightly more complex formation than either II in
isolation, extant research reports the success of extended response IIs. For example, one study
assigned participants to hold either a standard II (e.g., If X, then Y), an II specifying a reason for
the cued response (e.g., a reasoning II: If X, then Y because Z), or no II. Participants directed
their IIs at reducing their saturated fat intake. Additionally, half of the participants received a
motivational message and half did not (Prestwich, Ayres, & Lawton, 2008). Participants holding
reasoning IIs reduced their saturated fat intake more than participants with standard IIs or
participants without IIs. Interestingly, compared to participants without IIs, participants with
standard IIs were only more successful if they had first read a motivational message (Prestwich
et al., 2008). This preliminary evidence suggests that complex IIs are equally, if not more,
effective than standard IIs.

Summary and Statement of Hypotheses

Reviewing employment advertisements, although necessary to a successful job search,
elicits boredom (Wanberg, Basbug, et al., 2012) that could interfere with job search behaviors.
To simulate a common job search task and induce a state of boredom, participants spent an hour
identifying employment advertisements to determine if they matched a list of general job-seeker
qualifications. Participants’ performance on the identification task, cognitive distraction, and
negative affect served as the primary dependent variables. Participants were randomly assigned
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to hold a superordinate goal only, a distraction-inhibiting, an attention-directing, or a combined
II during task completion. I expected that overall:
H1a: Higher task boredom will be associated with higher negative affect.
H1b: Higher task boredom will be associated with more distractions and poorer task
performance.
H2a: Individuals with a combined II will exhibit better task performance than will
individuals with a distraction-inhibiting II, an attention-directing II, or a superordinate
goal only.
H2b: Individuals holding a distraction-inhibiting II will have better task performance than
will individuals holding an attention-directing II or a superordinate goal only.
H2c: Individuals holding an attention-directing II will have better task performance than
will individuals holding only a superordinate goal.
Aside from performance detriments, task-irrelevant thinking and disrupted concentration
are common experiences when bored. As participants were completing a task designed to induce
boredom, it was expected that they would experience some degree of task-irrelevant thinking and
difficulty concentrating (i.e., cognitive distraction). Thus, I predicted that:
H3a: Individuals with a combined II will exhibit less cognitive distraction than will
individuals with a distraction-inhibiting II, an attention-directing II, or a superordinate
goal only.
H3b: Individuals with a distraction-inhibiting II will exhibit less cognitive distraction
than individuals will exhibit when holding an attention-directing II or a superordinate
goal only.
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H3c: Individuals holding an attention-directing II will exhibit less cognitive distraction
than individuals will exhibit when holding a superordinate goal only.

CHAPTER 2
METHOD

Pretest

In past qualitative research, job seekers have reported increased levels of monotony
during their job search (Wanberg, Basbug, et al., 2012), which seems to suggest that those job
seekers experienced increased boredom when completing repetitive and time-consuming job
search tasks. For example, one respondent discussing the job search opined that the job search is
“…doing the same damn thing over and over and over again” (p. 900). Therefore, it was
important to pretest the employment identification task to confirm that it elicited boredom. The
pretest evaluated the level of boredom that participants experienced during task completion.
Undergraduate students (N = 33) from the university participant pool completed an
employment identification task in the laboratory. They heard that they were to complete a job
search simulation. Their task was to review a series of employment advertisements and to
evaluate whether each employment position matched a provided list of general employment
qualifications. DirectRT (v2012) administered the identification task. Participants spent
approximately 30 minutes completing the task.
Then, using 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Extremely) scales, participants rated how they “felt while
completing the identification task” on five adjectives descriptive of boredom (“unenthusiastic,”
“disinterested,” “bored,” “inattentive,” and “distracted”) and five adjectives descriptive of
feeling interested/engaged (“energized,” “attentive,” “excited,” “interested,” and “enthusiastic”).
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The mean score for each set of adjectives provided a measure of task-related boredom and
interest. Additionally, participants completed the Multidimensional State Boredom Scale
(Fahlman et al., 2013) and answered an open-ended question asking them to report any
distractions they experienced during task completion.1

The Multidimensional State Boredom Scale (MSBS)
Twenty-nine items gauged participants’ state boredom during task completion. The
MSBS (Fahlman et al., 2013) assessed state boredom by combining scores from items measuring
disengagement, high/low arousal, inattention, and time perception. Participants used 7-point
scales (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree) to record their agreement with statements such
as, “Time is passing by slower than usual,” “I wish I was doing something more exciting,” and
“My mind is wandering.” This measure demonstrates good reliability (α = .95) with past
samples, is sensitive to differences in state boredom, and demonstrates unique predictive ability
compared to other measures (e.g., trait boredom, negative affect, depression; Fahlman et al.,
2013). I summed the total scores from each dimension to generate a general boredom score for
each participant (α = .93).

Pretest Analyses

To be an appropriate stimulus for the intended research design, participants must have
experienced more task-related boredom than task-related interest when completing the

1

Additional measures assessed Big Five personality factors (e.g., HEXACO; 60 items) and various affective
dimensions (e.g., PANAS-X; 60 items). However, as those measures are not pertinent to the pretest hypotheses their
psychometric properties are not discussed, but psychometric properties are available from the author upon request.
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advertisement identification task. A t test showed that participants rated the identification task as
significantly more boring (M = 4.12, SD = 1.19) than interesting (M = 2.81, SD = .87; t(29) =
6.04, p < .001 (two-tailed); CI95%[.87, 1.75]). Confirming that the identification task elicited
adequate boredom levels, participants’ MSBS scores (M = 106, SD = 29) significantly exceeded
the scale’s midpoint (29 [items] * 3 [scale midpoint] = 87; t(29) = 3.92, p = .001 (two-tailed);
CI95%[10.08, 32.12]; Cohen’s d = .72). These results demonstrate that the identification task was
experienced as boring and thus was appropriate for use in the research design to test the proposed
hypotheses.

Main Study

Participants

Undergraduates (N = 151) from the university participant pool were recruited to
participate in this study for course credit. Power analysis (G*Power 3.1; Type I error probability
= .05, power = .80; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) indicated that 128 participants were
required to detect the expected effect based on past meta-analytic findings (Cohen’s d = .65;
Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006). I oversampled by approximately 20% in order to account for
missing or incomplete data. I excluded 18 participants from all analyses. Of the excluded
participants, two participants did not speak fluent English. Six participants failed to complete the
job search task. I excluded three participants because of computer malfunctions. Six participants
failed to perform better than chance (i.e., < 50% correct). Finally, one participant failed to follow
the task instructions. This resulted in a final sample of n = 133 participants (Mage = 19.63, SDage
= 2.26; 58% female; 50% White).
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For analyses involving the Stroop task, I excluded four additional participants. They selfreported color blindness upon entering the experimental session. Color blindness will interfere
with the Stroop task but should not have affected the job search task, which I presented in black
text on a grey background.

Pretask Measures

Participants completed preliminary measurements of goal commitment, affect, sleep
quantity, sleep quality, and daytime sleepiness. Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and
reliability estimates for all measures are located in Table 1.

Goal Commitment Scale

Participants completed the revised Hollenbeck, Williams, and Klein (HWK) goal
commitment scale (Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright, & DeShon, 2001). These five items
demonstrated acceptable psychometric properties and fit statistics (Klein et al., 2001) in past
research. Sample items are: “It’s hard to take this goal seriously” (reverse-scored), “Quite
frankly, I don’t care if I achieve this goal or not” (reverse-scored), and “I am strongly committed
to pursuing this goal.” Participants provided their responses on 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly agree) scales. The mean across items depicts each participant’s level of goal
commitment.

Table 1: Summary of Intercorrelations, Reliability Estimates, Means, and Standard Deviations for all Study Variables
Measure
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
1. HWK Pre
.63
2. NA Pre
-.13
.81
3. PA Pre
.12
.08
.88
4. Sleep Length
.02
-.12
-.02
5. Sleep Loss
-.01
-.03
-.08
.74*
6. Sleep Quality
.13
-.14
.25*
.38*
.25*
7. State Sleepiness
-.01
.16
-.06
.01
-.05
-.07
.60
8. Distraction Post
-.01
.14
-.12
.17
.04
.04
.33*
.94
*
*
*
9. MSBS Post
-.15
.36
-.19
-.10
-.09
-.09
.26
.63*
.96
10. Stroop Incongruent
-.17
.01
-.04
.08
.01
-.02
.13
.16
.20*
11. Correct Ad ID
-.05
-.03
-.07
.09
.01
.05 -.18* -.08
.10
-.07
12. Mean Read Time
.15
-.15
-.06
-.09
-.06
-.14
.06
-.11
-.25*
-.01
-.64*
*
*
*
*
13. Percent ID Correct
.19
-.13
-.15
.02
.02
-.10 -.15 -.28
-.20
-.15
.22
.37*
*
*
*
*
*
*
14. NA Post
-.08
.66
-.03 -.19
-.18
-.09
.32
.30
.55
.09
-.02 -.22* -.25*
.85
15. PA Post
.15
.07
.66* -.08
-.09
.09
-.06 -.37* -.37*
-.01
-.05
-.04
-.05
.03
.90
16. Stroop Interference
-.08
.04
.01
-.01
-.08
-.03
.13
.01
.06
.08
.03
.06
.08
.10
.01
17. Trait Self-Control
.11
-.31*
.20*
.04
.04
.15 -.22* -.32* -.40*
-.06
.09
-.08
.05 -.38*
.18* -.09 .77
Mean
3.55
1.51 3.25 6.71 -1.29 4.62 2.10 3.85 99.91 936.89
69
4.51
.81
1.51 2.71
70 3.25
Standard Deviation
.46
.53
.80
1.77
1.73 1.70
.39
1.93 37.96 181.64
23
.33
.11
.64
.99
164 .61
Note: * p < .05; Pre = premeasure; Post = postmeasure; MSBS = Multidimensional State Boredom Scale; ID = Identification task; NA = Negative affect; PA =
Positive affect.
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Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS-X)

Sixty items from the PANAS-X measured affective dimensions (e.g., positive, negative,
hostile, attentive, fatigue). This scale presented a number of words and phrases describing
different emotional states. The instructions directed participants to: “Indicate to what extent you
feel this way right now.” Responses were on a 1 (Very slightly or not at all) to 5 (Extremely)
scale. Both the positive and negative affect scales boast high reliabilities (positive affect: .83 to
.90; negative affect: .85 to .90) that remain unaffected regardless of time instructions provided or
the population measured (Watson & Clark, 1994). I calculated mean scores for each affective
dimension separately, which is consistent with the validation of this measure (Watson & Clark,
1994).

Sleep Measures

Partial sleep loss detrimentally affects attention, especially vigilance (Alhola & PoloKantola, 2007). As the employment identification task requires some level of vigilance, it is
feasible that individuals with differing sleep experiences might exhibit differential performance.
Therefore, I collected measures of sleep quantity, quality, and state sleepiness to allow an
examination of these factors as possible covariates within the statistical model.
I assessed sleep quantity/quality with two questions (e.g., “How long did you sleep last
night?” and “How long did you desire to sleep last night?”). The amount of time that participants
reported sleeping served as the measure of sleep quantity. The difference between self-reported
sleep and desired sleep served as a measure of sleep loss. A third question directly asked
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participants to rate their previous night’s sleep quality (e.g., “How well did you sleep last
night?”) on a 1 (Very poorly) to 7 (Very well) scale.

Epworth Sleep Scale
The Epworth Sleep Scale (Johns, 1991) assessed participants’ general daytime sleepiness.
Participants were asked, “How likely are you to doze off or fall asleep in the following
situations, in contrast to just feeling tired?” Participants responded to eight situations (e.g.,
“Sitting and reading,” “Watching TV”). Responses ranged between 0 (Would never doze) and 3
(High chance of dozing). Participants’ mean scores provide a general daytime sleepiness score
(Johns, 1991).

Design

Participants arrived in the laboratory to complete a study about employment-related
behaviors. I randomly assigned participants to one of four conditions. Participants received a
superordinate goal only, a distraction-inhibiting II, an attention-directing II, or a combined II.
Participants’ identification task performance and level of cognitive distraction are the primary
dependent variables.

Introduction to the Study

After providing informed consent, participants received preliminary information about
the identification task. Participants heard:
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During this study, you’ll complete a task similar to tasks completed by unemployed
people looking for a job. One of the first steps of a job search is to identify possible jobs
that match a person’s qualifications. This typically involves spending a considerable
amount of time searching through employment advertisements. Today you will be
searching through employment ads to decide if they match a list of qualifications. After
the task is over, you will review your decisions for each ad and provide the evidence you
used to make those decisions. Your goal is to identify the positions that match the
provided qualifications.
In reality, participants did not justify their decisions; I intended that information to increase
investment in the task. Additionally, all participants heard that there would be a random drawing
for one hundred dollars at the study’s completion. The experimenter explained that each
advertisement identified correctly earned one entry into the drawing, which should have fostered
motivation to identify the advertisements correctly. Participants then viewed an example of a
matching advertisement and the justifications that support the “matching” decision.
After viewing the example, all participants heard the additional instructions: “Often
individuals completing tasks such as this one find it helpful to have a goal. Here is a sheet with
your goal typed at the top.” Regardless of condition, each participant received the same
superordinate goal. This goal stated: “I will find the ads that match the qualifications.” These
were the only instructions provided to the superordinate goal (control) condition. Following
these instructions, participants completed the premeasures.

Manipulation Instructions

After completing the premeasures, participants in the experimental conditions also
received specific action plans (IIs) in addition to the superordinate goal. The cue for all three II
conditions was the same (i.e., “If I feel bored...”); however, the designated response differed.
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Distraction-Inhibiting II Condition
These participants read the action plan: “If I feel bored, I will ignore that feeling.” This is
consistent with the IIs used in past research examining distraction and task completion
(Gollwitzer & Schaal, 1998).

Attention-Directing II Condition
These participants read the action plan: “If I feel bored, I will focus all my attention on
finding matching ads.” This too is consistent with past II research (Webb et al., 2010).

Combined II Condition

These participants received a combined distraction-inhibiting and attention-directing II.
Specifically, they received the action plan: “If I feel bored, I will ignore that feeling and focus all
my attention on finding matching ads.”

Goal/II Encoding

To ensure that participants understood and practiced their goal/II, participants stated their
goal/II to the experimenter and then wrote it five times. This method is consistent with past II
research methodologies (Gollwitzer & Brandstatter, 1997; Holland, Aarts, & Langendam, 2006;
Mendoza, Gollwitzer, & Amodio, 2010).
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Job Qualifications Instructions

After receiving condition-specific instructions, participants received the qualification
sheet. The experimenter exited the room to allow the participants to become familiar with the
listed qualifications. Participants retained the qualification sheet as a reference during task
completion. Once familiarized with the qualifications, participants heard that some of the
employment advertisements “should match the qualifications listed on that sheet and some
should not match.” The experimenter informed the participants that they had an hour to search
through the listings to identify matching advertisements.

The Employment Advertisement Identification Task

After the manipulation instructions, participants began the advertisement identification
task. DirectRT (v2012) presented the advertisements individually on the center of the display.
Prior to the initial advertisement and after accepting/rejecting an advertisement, an instruction
screen directed participants to “Press the spacebar to view the first [next] ad.” To accept an
advertisement as matching, participants pressed the ‘A’ key. They rejected non-matching
advertisements with the ‘L’ key.
The experimenter told participants that they had an hour to find the advertisements that
matched the qualifications. In actuality, participants only initially completed the identification
task for 30 minutes. At that time, the DirectRT program interrupted participants to complete a
Stroop task.
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Cognitive Distraction
I assessed participants’ objective cognitive distraction levels during task completion with
the Stroop task. The Stroop task is one of cognitive psychology’s “benchmark” or “hallmark
measures of attention” (MacLeod, 1991, p.187; 1992, p. 12). Therefore, after 30 minutes of the
identification task, participants completed a Stroop task to assess their attentional capacity.
Stroop interference (Stroop, 1935) occurs when response times slow following a conflicting or
incongruent stimulus. Participants received a series of either congruent (e.g., the word “red” in
red ink), incongruent (e.g., “red” in blue ink), or neutral (e.g., “XXX” in blue/red ink) word-ink
pairings. The neutral trial assessed the amount of time it took participants to name a color when
not paired with a word. Participants should focus on naming the words’ ink color while ignoring
the words’ semantic meanings. Longer response latencies for incongruent word-ink pairings
indicate greater Stroop interference. Because boredom results in concentration and focus deficits,
participants lacking emotion control strategies (i.e., without IIs) should exhibit more Stroop
interference than participants with emotion control strategies. Part of their attention is directed at
the aversive internal state and thus participants without emotion control strategies should take
longer to recover from Stroop interference.
After completing the Stroop task, the participants completed the final 30 minutes of the
employment identification task. Depending on individual progress, participants had the
opportunity to view up to 120 advertisements during the 60-minute task completion phase. I
considered an identification correct under two circumstances. First, if the participant correctly
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identified a job advertisement as matching the provided qualifications. Second, if the participant
correctly rejected a job advertisement for not matching the provided qualifications.

Posttask Measures

Following the experimental tasks, all participants answered questions assessing task
boredom (the MSBS), distraction, goal commitment, affect (PANAS-X), fatigue, goal/II
retention, and general demographics. See the Pretest Measures section for descriptions of the
MSBS, goal commitment, and affective measures. See Table 1 for reliability and descriptive
statistics for all measures in the main study.

Distraction Scale
Four questions assessed participants’ distraction level during task completion.
Participants responded to the following statements on 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree)
scales: 1) “During the task, my mind kept wandering.” 2) “During the task, my thoughts kept
drifting to other things.” 3) “During the task, I had difficulty staying focused.” 4) “During the
task, I was easily distracted.” I used the mean across items to represent participants’ perceived
distraction during task completion.

Goal Retention

Participants responded to open-ended sentence completion statements to assess goal
retention. Participants in the superordinate goal condition responded to the statement: “Today I
will...” Participants in the manipulation conditions responded to the same statement as the
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superordinate goal condition. In addition, participants in those conditions responded to the
statement: “If I feel bored, I will...” I considered correct responses to be those that reiterated the
goal/II (coded 1 for analyses). I considered responses that did not reiterate the goal/II incorrect
(coded 0 for analyses). A second rater coded a subset of the recall responses (n = 39) to ensure
adequate coding reliability. We had perfect agreement when coding for recall of the
superordinate goal (r = 1.00, p < .001) and acceptably high agreement when coding for II recall
(r = .86, p < .001). Therefore, the analyses relied on the full set of ratings that I provided.

Demographic Questionnaire

The demographic questionnaire asked participants to provide their age, past employment
information, native language, sex, race/ethnicity, disability status, color-blindness status, and
year in school.2

2

Additional measures assessed boredom proneness (Farmer & Sundberg, 1986; 28 items), trait self-control
(Tangney et al., 2004; 13 items), and state self-control (Ciarocco et al., 2007; 25 items). Psychometric properties are
available from the first author upon request.

CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

Distribution Shape

All hypothesis tests used one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) followed by planned
comparisons. I examined all reaction time scores for significant skew; however, only the average
reading times skewed significantly. These scores were log-transformed (see Figure 1), which
corrected that skew.

Figure
1a

Figure
1b

Figure 1. Mean Reading Time Distribution
Note: Figure 1a displays raw mean reading time scores. Figure 2a displays
log-transformed mean reading scores.
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Also important is that the conditions did not significantly differ on age (p = .98), gender
(p = .50), sleep duration (p = .44), sleep quality (p = .85), trait self-control (p = .84), state
sleepiness (p = .24), goal commitment (pretask: p = .62), or pre-existing negative (p = .44) or
positive (p = .83) affect levels. Moreover, neither sleep factors nor trait self-control acted as a
significant covariate in any statistical models, and therefore I excluded these factors from the
reported analyses.

Goal Retention

On average, 30% of participants correctly recalled the superordinate goal. Twenty-five
percent of participants with IIs correctly recalled the goal when responding to an open-ended
prompt requesting that they reiterate their superordinate goal. Interestingly, results of a one-way
ANOVA indicated significant differences among conditions on recall of the superordinate goal,
F(3, 105) = 3.82, p = .01. Forty-four percent of the superordinate goal-only condition’s
participants correctly recalled the superordinate goal compared to 31% in the distractioninhibiting condition, 9% in the attention-directing condition, and 36% in the combined condition.
To determine if these differences were significantly different while controlling for inflated Type
I error, I used Gabriel’s pairwise post-hoc comparison procedure. This procedure is appropriate
when comparing groups with slightly different sample sizes (Field, 2009). The results showed
that only the superordinate goal-only and the attention-directing conditions differed significantly
on correct goal recall (p = .01, CI95%[.08, .77]). Goal recall in the superordinate goal-only
condition did not significantly differ from goal recall in either the distraction-inhibiting (p = .82,
CI95%[-.19, .49]) or the combined conditions (p = .90, CI95%[-.21, .46]). Recall also did not
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significantly differ between the distraction-inhibiting condition and the attention-directing (p =
.17, CI95%[-.06, 62]) or the combined conditions (p = 1.00, CI95%[-.35, .31]). Last, superordinate
goal recall did not differ significantly between the attention-directing and combined conditions
(p = .11, CI95%[-.04, .64]).
Similarly, a one-way ANOVA indicated significant differences in recall among the three
II conditions, F(2, 80) = 3.75, p = .03. Participants in the distraction-inhibiting condition
demonstrated the best II recall (43%), followed by participants in the combined condition (39%),
with participants in the attention-directing condition demonstrating the poorest recall (15%). The
results of Gabriel’s post-hoc procedure indicated that II recall differed significantly only between
the distraction-inhibiting and the attention-directing conditions (p = .03, CI95%[.03, .66]). The
distraction-inhibiting and the combined conditions did not significantly differ (p = .87, CI95%[
-.22, .40]) nor did the attention-directing and combined conditions (p = .14, CI95%[-.57, .06]).
Given past research (e.g., Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006) demonstrating that IIs operate at the nonconscious level, I analyzed all cases when testing the hypotheses.

Hypothesis Tests

Hypothesis 1 was tested with bivariate correlation analyses. All remaining hypothesis
tests used one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) followed by planned comparisons.

Hypothesis 1a

This hypothesis predicted that boredom during task completion would positively
associate with negative affect. Bivariate correlations showed that negative affect positively
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correlated with boredom (MSBS) scores (r = .55, p < .01), and positive affect negatively
correlated with those scores (r = -.37, p < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 1a found support as increased
boredom associated with more negative and less positive affect.

Hypothesis 1b

This hypothesis predicted that boredom would positively associate with distraction and
negatively correlate with task performance. Bivariate correlations demonstrated that as boredom
scores (MSBS) increased, so did self-reported distraction (r = .63, p < .01) and response times to
incongruent Stroop stimuli (r = .20, p < .05). Conversely, as boredom scores increased the
percentage of correct advertisement identifications decreased (r = -.20, p < .05). Therefore,
Hypothesis 1b was supported in that increased boredom positively associated with increased
distraction (both self-reported and objective) and negatively associated with task performance.

Hypotheses 2a, b, and c
These hypotheses focus on participants’ identification task performance. However, a oneway ANOVA omnibus test did not show statistically significant differences among conditions
concerning the percentage of correct identifications (p = .15), raw number of correct
identifications (p = .75), number of advertisements viewed (p = .27), or average time spent
reading each advertisement (p = .24).
The planned comparison results (see Table 2) for the percentage of correct identifications
showed no significant differences between the combined II condition and the other conditions
(Hypothesis 2a). Similarly, significant differences did not emerge when comparing the
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distraction-inhibiting II condition to the combined attention-directing II and the superordinate
goal-only conditions.

Table 2: Hypothesis 2 Planned Comparison Results
Dependent Variable
Percent Correct ID

Total Ads Viewed

Total Correct IDs

Mean Reading Time

Planned Comparison
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3

t(129)
-0.68
1.07
-1.95
0.53
-1.69
0.91
0.28
-1.06
-0.06
-0.60
1.31
-1.46

p (2-tailed)
0.50
0.29
0.05
0.60
0.09
0.37
0.78
0.29
0.95
0.55
0.19
0.15

Note: Comparisons: 1 = Superordinate goal only (-1), Distraction-inhibiting (-1), Attentiondirecting (-1), Combined (3); 2 = Superordinate goal only (-1), Distraction-inhibiting (2),
Attention-directing (-1), all others (0); 3 = Superordinate goal only (-1), Attention-directing
(1), all others (0)

However, I did find significant differences between the attention-directing and
superordinate goal-only conditions (Hypothesis 2c). Contrary to my prediction, participants in
the attention-directing condition exhibited significantly poorer performance (i.e., a significantly
lower percentage of correct identifications) as compared to participants in the superordinate goalonly condition. All planned comparisons for the other outcomes (i.e., total advertisements
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viewed, raw correct identification scores, and mean reading time) failed to achieve statistical
significance (see Table 3 for means and standard deviations). Together, these results fail to
support Hypothesis 2.

Table 3: Task Performance Variables’ Means and Standard Deviations by Condition
Condition
Dependent Variable
Percent Correct
Total Ads
Total Correct
Read
IDs
Viewed
IDs
Time
.83 (.10)
84.94 (30.37)
70 (25)
4.55 (.38)
Control
Distraction-Inhibiting
.83 (.11)
78.06 (30.54)
65 (27)
4.58 (.24)
II
.78 (.11)
91.36 (24.90)
70 (17)
4.43 (.29)
Attention-Directing II
.80 (.10)
87.82 (27.74)
70 (23)
4.48 (.37)
Combined II
Note: Mean (Standard Deviation); ID = Identification task

Hypotheses 3a, b, and c

The next set of hypotheses examined whether the implementation intention conditions
differentially affected cognitive distraction as measured both by the Stroop task and self-report.
Specifically, these hypotheses predicted that the least distraction would be experienced by the
combined II condition, followed by the distraction-inhibiting, the attention-directing, and
superordinate goal-only conditions, in that order. Omnibus results of a one-way ANOVA
demonstrated no statistically significant differences among conditions when the outcome was the
speed of responding to incongruent stimuli on the Stroop task (i.e., Stroop incongruent; p = .24),
even when controlling for baseline response speed (i.e., Stroop interference; p = .36).
Self-reported distraction. Concerning self-reported distraction, significant differences
among conditions did emerge, F(3, 129) = 2.80, p = .04. However, planned comparisons failed to
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exhibit the predicted pattern of results across conditions. In fact, an examination of the means
showed that the attention-directing II condition reported the highest levels of distraction,
followed by the combined II condition, then the distraction-inhibiting condition, with the
superordinate goal-only condition reporting the lowest levels of distraction. Planned comparisons
demonstrated no significant differences between distraction levels (self-reported or Stroop
measured; see Table 4) whether the participant held a combined II or was in one of the other
conditions (Hypothesis 3a). Individuals holding a distraction-inhibiting II did not exhibit
significantly different distraction levels as compared to the superordinate goal-only and the
attention-directing conditions (Hypothesis 3b). The attention-directing and superordinate goalonly conditions did significantly differ, but only in self-reported distraction (Hypothesis 3c).
Participants with an attention-directing II self-reported significantly higher distraction levels
relative to participants with a superordinate goal (see Table 5). Therefore, these results do not
support Hypothesis 3.

Exploratory Analyses

Exploratory Analyses: State Boredom Among II Conditions

A one-way ANOVA showed significant differences among the conditions on state
boredom, F(3, 129) = 4.47, p = .01. To control for inflated post-hoc Type I error rates, I again
used Gabriel’s procedure due to slightly different sample sizes among conditions (Field, 2009).
The results indicated that the attention-directing condition significantly differed from the
superordinate goal condition, p = .05, CI95%[-48.47, -.05]. Although not achieving traditional
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Table 4: Hypothesis 3 Planned Comparison Results
Planned
t
p (2-tailed)
Comparison
1
0.98
0.33
Self-Reported Distraction (df
2
-1.15
0.25
= 129)
3
2.46
0.02
1
-0.12
0.90
Stroop Interference
2
0.97
0.34
(df = 108)
3
-1.54
0.13
1
1.08
0.25
Incongruent Stroop
2
-1.49
0.15
(df = 108)
3
0.96
0.34
Note: Comparisons: 1 = Superordinate goal only (-1), Distraction-inhibiting (-1), Attentiondirecting (-1), Combined (3); 2 = Superordinate goal only (-1), Distraction-inhibiting (2),
Attention-directing (-1), all others (0); 3 = Superordinate goal only (-1), Attention-directing
(1), all others (0)
Dependent Variables

Table 5: Distraction Variables' Means and Standard Deviations by Condition
Condition
Dependent Variable
Stroop
Incongruent
Self-Reported Distraction
Interference
Stroop
3.34 (2.03)
91.94 (97.54)
925.64 (173.75)
Control
Distraction3.46 (1.84)
95.23 (92.32)
883.46 (189.79)
Inhibiting II
Attention-Directing
4.49 (1.92)
24.35 (244.04)
967.73 (154.03)
II
4.14 (1.79)
66.13 (179.99)
970.63 (199.86)
Combined II
Note: Mean (Standard Deviation): Reaction times reported in milliseconds. High standard
deviations were noted for both the attention-directing and combined conditions on the Stroop
interference outcome. Five extreme scores were located in the data. Removal of those scores
did not alter results. All participants were retained in the reported analysis.
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significance levels, the combined condition also trended toward being significantly different
from the superordinate goal-only condition, p = .05, CI95%[-48.41, .01]. The distractioninhibiting and superordinate goal conditions were not significantly different from each other, p =
1.00, CI95%[-25.91, 21.81]. Moreover, both the attention-directing (p = .08, CI95%[-45.88, 1.47])
and the combined conditions (p = .08, CI95%[-45.82, 1.53]) trended toward being significantly
different from the distraction-inhibiting condition. Interestingly, the attention-directing and
combined conditions did not significantly differ, p = 1.00, CI95%[-24.08, 23.96].

Exploratory Analyses: Aggregated Attention II Conditions

Combined with the above results, an examination of the means (see Tables 3 and 5)
suggests that the combined and attention-directing II conditions (i.e., the conditions with a “focus
attention” component) seemed to behave similarly. No significant differences emerged between
the attention-directing and combined II conditions on the examined outcomes. Therefore, I next
collapsed the attention-directing and combined conditions into a single condition and explored
whether IIs with a “focus attention” component differentially affected the outcomes relative to
the superordinate goal-only or distraction-inhibiting conditions.

Performance. Results of a one-way ANOVA showed no significant differences among
the superordinate goal-only, distraction-inhibiting, and the aggregated attentiondirecting/combined conditions on average reading times (p = .15) or the percentage of correctly
identified advertisements (p = .09). Similarly, no significant differences emerged among
conditions for the total number of advertisements viewed (p = .16) or the raw number of correct
identifications made (p = .54).
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Self-reported distraction. Results of a one-way ANOVA indicated significant differences
among the conditions on self-reported distraction, F(2, 130) = 3.92, p = .02). To examine
condition-specific differences while controlling for inflated Type I error rates I conducted posthoc analyses using the Bonferroni procedure. Participants in the aggregated attentiondirecting/combined II conditions (M = 4.31, SD = 1.85) reported significantly higher distraction
levels as compared to participants in the superordinate goal-only condition (M = 3.34, SD = 2.03;
p = .05). The aggregated condition did not differ significantly from the distraction-inhibiting
condition (M = 3.46, SD = 1.84; p = .10). Last, self-reported distraction did not differ
significantly between the superordinate goal-only and the distraction-inhibiting conditions (p =
1.00). Interestingly, recoding conditions to examine differences between having any II or only a
superordinate goal showed that just having an II did not result in significantly higher distraction
levels relative to the superordinate goal-only condition, F(1, 131) = 3.07, p = .08), although the
results were trending in that direction. Still, this suggests that the increased distraction levels
likely are due to the IIs with a “focus attention” component rather than just holding any II.

State boredom. One-way ANOVA results also indicated significant differences among
conditions on state boredom, F(2, 130) = 6.75, p < .01. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests showed that the
aggregated condition (M = 111.58, SD = 38.84) resulted in significantly higher boredom levels
than either the superordinate goal-only (M = 87.34, SD = 33.73; p < .01) or the distractioninhibiting (M = 89.40, SD = 33.87; p = .01) conditions. The distraction-inhibiting and
superordinate goal-only conditions did not differ significantly concerning boredom levels (p =
1.00). Examining having any II compared to the superordinate goal only also demonstrated
significant differences among those conditions, F(1, 131) = 4.75, p = .03). However, given the
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more nuanced results above, it seems likely that the IIs with a “focus attention” component drove
those results.
Together, these exploratory results suggest holding an II focused on adaptively directing
attention in order to cope with aversive internal states might actually prove maladaptive.
Participants with a “focus attention” component to their II experienced significantly greater
distraction and boredom during task completion than did participants holding only a
superordinate goal or a distraction-inhibiting II.

Exploratory Analyses: Indirect Effects Through Hostile Affect

It is clear that the implementation intentions did not operate as expected. Indeed, they
backfired such that participants with either an attention-directing or a combined II exhibited
worse performance compared with participants holding either a distraction-inhibiting II or only a
superordinate goal. This is not the first research to observe IIs operating in an opposite manner as
theoretically expected (i.e., Budden & Sagarin, 2007; Powers, Koester, & Topciu, 2005). Powers
et al. (2005) suggested that under some circumstances IIs might increase negative affect to the
detriment of goal pursuit. In this research, participants wrote down their II in front of the
experimenter. They also heard that they would justify their advertisement identification decisions
to the experimenter following the identification task. According to self-determination theory
(Ryan & Deci, 2000), participants might have interpreted that information as limiting their
personal autonomy, as suggesting low competence for a job search task, or as both. Importantly,
fluctuations in the fulfillment of autonomy and competence needs predict fluctuations in affect
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(Ryan & Deci, 2001). Thus, to the degree that these interpretations occurred, negative affect
might have increased to a similar degree. In fact, as impinging on an individual’s autonomy and
competence inhibits need fulfillment (Ryan & Deci, 2000), it might specifically increase that
individual’s hostile affect, one subdimension of negative affect. Indeed, results of a one-way
ANOVA indicated significant posttask hostile affect differences among conditions (F(3, 129) =
2.79, p = .04) but not of general negative affect (p = .22). Moreover, the pattern of means was
consistent with the pattern observed during the hypotheses tests. The attention-directing (M =
1.65, SD = .72) and combined conditions (M = 1.66, SD = .79) reported higher levels of hostile
affect immediately after task completion than did the superordinate goal-only (M = 1.34, SD =
.46) or the distraction-inhibiting condition (M = 1.35, SD = .47). However, pre-existing hostile
affect levels did not significantly differ among conditions (p = .40) when entering the study.
Therefore, I conducted exploratory mediation analyses focused on determining whether hostile
affect explained the relationship between IIs and participants’ cognitive distraction and
identification task performance.
To conduct these exploratory analyses, I used the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013; 5,000
resamples, bias-corrected estimation) for SPSS with condition entered as the independent
variable, hostile affect as the mediator, and self-reported distraction and identification task
performance, respectively, as the outcomes.
The conditions represent a multicategorical variable, and therefore I had to conduct three
repetitions of each mediation analysis. Each separate repetition was required as PROCESS only
allows one independent variable, plus covariates, for each analysis. However, the covariates in
this case are of substantive interest as they represent the dummy-coded conditions. To determine
the unique effect of each condition compared to the superordinate goal-only condition (coded 0
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for all subsequent analyses) through the mediator on the outcome while controlling for the
effects of the other conditions, I ran three separate mediation analyses. I entered the condition of
interest’s dummy-code as the independent variable and the remaining dummy-codes as
covariates. Each analysis provides estimates of the direct and indirect effects for a given
condition while holding the effects of all other conditions equal. Mathematically, each of the
provided paths representing the direct and indirect effects are identical to the results obtained if I
estimated each path simultaneously (Hayes, 2013). Last, it is important to note that I set the
bootstrapped confidence intervals’ seed command to be equivalent for each analysis (i.e., 5235).
This ensures that the bootstrapped confidence intervals are drawn from the same set of 5,000
resamples for each repetition (Hayes, 2013).

Self-reported distraction. PROCESS provides output for two models: one predicting the
mediator (hostile affect) from the independent variable (condition) and one predicting the
dependent variable (self-reported distraction) from both the independent variable and the
mediator. The results indicated that condition was a significant predictor of hostile affect, F(3,
129) = 2.79, p = .04. Compared to the superordinate goal-only condition, both the attentiondirecting (b = .31, t(129) = 2.02, p = .05, CI95%[.01, .62]) and the combined conditions (b = .32,
t(129) = 2.08, p = .04, CI95%[.02, .63]) resulted in significantly higher hostile affect. However,
the distraction-inhibiting and superordinate goal-only conditions did not significantly differ (p =
.95). Participants with a “focus attention” component to their II seemed to experience increased
hostile affect during task completion.
The full model predicting self-reported distraction from condition and hostile affect was
also statistically significant, F(4, 128) = 5.52, p < .001. The results showed that only hostile
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affect predicted self-reported distraction (b = .92, t(128) = 3.59, p < .001, CI95%[.41, 1.42]);
dummy-coded condition did not (all ps > .06). Although condition did not have a significant
direct effect on self-reported distraction (all confidence intervals included zero; all ps > .06),
significant indirect effects were evident for both the attention-directing (b = .29, CI95%[.03, .72])
and combined conditions (b = .29, CI95%[.05, .67]; see Figure 2) but not for the distractioninhibiting condition (b = .01, CI95%[-.18, .25]). These results are consistent with the interpretation
that hostile affect mediated the relationship between the attention-directing and combined
conditions and self-reported distraction. In those conditions, participants experienced increased
hostile affect while completing the identification task. That increased hostile affect then
increased participants’ experience of feeling distracted, as evidenced by self-report.

Figure 2. II Condition  Hostile Affect  Self-Reported Distraction
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Task performance. Examining the percentage of correct matches as the dependent
variable showed that condition significantly predicted hostile affect, F(3, 129) = 2.79, p = .04.
Both the attention-directing (b = .31, t(129) = 2.02, p = .05, CI95%[.01, .62]) and the combined
conditions (b = .32, t(129) = 2.08, p = .04, CI95%[.02, .63]) resulted in significantly higher hostile
affect levels as compared to the superordinate goal-only condition. The distraction-inhibiting
condition did not significantly differ from the superordinate goal-only condition on hostile affect
(p = .95). The full model predicting task performance from condition and hostile affect also was
statistically significant, F(4, 128) = 3.31, p = .01. Increases in hostile affect predicted fewer
correct identifications (b = -.04, t(128) = -2.74, p < .01, CI95%[.-.07, -.01]); condition did not
predict identifications (all ps > .13). Even though condition was not a significant predictor of
task performance directly (all confidence intervals included zero; all ps > .13), both the attentiondirecting (b = -.01, CI95%[-.04, -.001]) and the combined (b = -.01, CI95%[-.04, -.002]) conditions
did predict task performance indirectly through negative affect (see Figure 3). In those
conditions, hostile affect increased, which in turn resulted in fewer correct identifications. A
significant indirect effect of the distraction-inhibiting condition was not evident, CI95%[-.01, .01].
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Figure 3. II Condition  Hostile Affect  ID Task Performance

CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

This research examined whether holding one of three different implementation intentions
decreased cognitive distraction and improved task performance for individuals completing a
common job search task. Bivariate correlations indicated that increased boredom was
significantly and positively associated with negative affect and distraction (self-reported and
objective). Increased boredom also was negatively associated with positive affect and task
performance as reflected in the percentage of correctly identified employment advertisements.
These results confirm Hypothesis 1. However, despite those promising initial correlations,
subsequent analyses failed to support both Hypotheses 2 (condition predicting task performance)
and 3 (condition predicting distraction levels). In fact, the pattern of obtained results were
opposite the pattern of expected results. Participants in the superordinate goal-only and the
distraction-inhibiting conditions tended to exhibit lower cognitive distraction and better
performance relative to either the attention-directing or the combined II conditions.

Theoretical Implications

Although much support exists for the efficacy of IIs for certain individuals (e.g.,
schizophrenics, withdrawing drug addicts, individuals with executive function deficits;
Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006), other studies have observed results occurring in a direction
opposite of theoretical predictions. For example, one study used IIs to address the intention-
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behavior gap regarding exercise. However, those IIs backfired in a manner similar to that
observed in this study. Participants in the control condition exercised significantly more than did
participants with an implementation intention (Budden & Sagarin, 2007).
Similarly, across two studies, Powers et al. (2005) found that individuals forming
implementation intentions reported significantly worse performance on their goals, but only for
those individuals high in socially prescribed perfectionism. They also presented evidence that
implementation intentions prompting exercise seemed to increase negative affect for participants
high in socially prescribed perfectionism (Powers et al., 2005). Similarly, my exploratory
analyses indicated that this study’s participants who held IIs with a “focus attention” component
experienced increased hostile affect while completing the job search task. This hostile affect was
related to increased self-reported distraction and task performance. Participants within those
conditions actually experienced more distraction and performed worse on the task than
participants lacking a “focus attention” component to their II instructions. Thus, it appears that
not all forms of implementation intentions might be effective for all individuals under all
circumstances.
Because this study finds maladaptive effects of implementation intentions (similar to
other research), it is reasonable to question what might drive these maladaptive effects. Selfdetermination theory posits that individuals are happiest and experience the most well-being
when their needs for autonomy, competence, and social relatedness are fulfilled (Ryan & Deci,
2000, 2001). Individuals who experience less fulfillment of these needs tend to experience
affective fluctuations (Ryan & Deci, 2001). The participants in this research completed the job
search task while sitting by themselves in a silent room with no windows or external distractions.
I used this methodology to highlight any negative internal experiences (i.e., boredom)
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experienced during task completion, but such a methodology might have led participants to feel
isolated. Although isolation is a common feeling during the job search (Wanberg et al., 2012),
conditions in this study may have undermined participants’ social relatedness needs and may be
more extreme than real job search conditions. Additionally, the experimenter watched each
participant write down the II they were assigned. Participants also heard that they were to justify
their decisions to the experimenter following the identification task. These elements could
feasibly have acted to undermine participants’ autonomy and/or competence. Yet, if needs for
social relatedness, autonomy, and competence were thwarted, I would expect similar results
across all conditions.
The distraction-inhibiting condition, however, did not exhibit similar outcomes as the
attention-directing or combined II conditions. Participants in that condition underwent a process
identical to that experienced by participants in the attention-directing and combined conditions.
However, the distraction-inhibiting condition did not significantly differ on distraction and
performance from the superordinate goal-only condition. When exploring differences between
the aggregated attention-directing/combined, superordinate goal-only, and distraction-inhibiting
conditions, I found that participants with a “focus attention” component (i.e., the aggregated
condition) experienced greater distraction and boredom while completing the identification task,
yet these different experiences did not seem to influence performance. Instead, the exploratory
mediation analyses suggested that IIs with a “focus attention” component tended to increase
hostile affect for participants in those conditions, which in turn resulted in poorer task
performance relative to the superordinate goal-only condition.
The increased hostile affect observed in the attention-directing and combined II
conditions conceivably could have resulted from the experience of ego identity threat (i.e.,
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threats to one’s ability to enact a perceived freedom), which might be indicative of a state of
psychological reactance (Rain, 2013). Psychological reactance is a motivational state that occurs
when individuals perceive threat to behaviors that they can freely express in a given situation
(Miron & Brehm, 2008). The state of psychological reactance motivates individuals to restore
those threatened freedoms (Miron & Brehm, 2008). Consistent with this reasoning, Dillard and
Shen (2005) proposed that psychological reactance could be conceptualized as negative affect.
The conceptualization of reactance as negative affect is also consistent with other
conceptualizations of reactance as anger, hostility, or a negative mood state (Rain, 2013). In this
study, participants with a “focus attention” component to their IIs might have perceived that
directive as limiting their freedom to engage in alternative coping mechanisms when faced with
boredom. As it is likely that individuals have much practice with ignoring negative emotional
states, IIs without a “focus attention” component (i.e., distraction-inhibiting IIs) might not have
been perceived as threatening.
Threatening one’s freedom to engage in any desired behavior in essence is a threat to
one’s autonomy, which is one central component of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan,
2001). Self-determination theory proposes that when autonomy, social relatedness, and
competence needs are fulfilled, individuals will experience increased subjective well-being
(Ryan & Deci, 2001). Accordingly, self-determination theory research tends to focus on positive
emotional states and experiences rather than negative states and experiences. A broader
empirical understanding of how the components of self-determination theory influence negative
mood states seems likely to be informative to self-determination theory and future research in
that domain. Interestingly, psychological reactance theory suggests that when freedoms (i.e.,
autonomy) are limited, individuals might experience increased hostility (Rain, 2013). In this
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research, IIs that seemed to limit participants’ ability to cope in whatever manner they desired
resulted in increased hostile affect. Increased hostility, in turn, predicted increased distraction
and poorer task performance relative to participants in the superordinate goal-only condition.
Therefore, future research would likely benefit from an examination of how thwarting selfdetermination theory needs influences negative states and experiences. For example, in the
workplace, research could examine whether thwarting autonomy needs predicts
counterproductive work behaviors through psychological reactance.
Alternatively, as the information necessary to determine whether the qualification list
matched a job advertisement was contained within (often) large amounts of nonrelevant text,
participants with a “focus attention” component to their IIs might have become frustrated with
wading through a plethora of irrelevant details. This frustration could be what the increased
hostile affect that those participants reported reflects. Frustrated participants in those conditions
might have hurried through the advertisement task because of that frustration, which likely
resulted in increased errors. In retrospect, a better combined II might have been, “If I feel
frustrated, I will ignore that feeling and focus my attention on the task.” The results of my
exploratory mediation analysis are consistent with this interpretation. Either being in the
attention-directing or the combined II condition predicted significantly more hostile affect.
Hostile affect, in turn, predicted significantly more distraction and significantly worse
performance on the identification task.
The reported results also call into question whether IIs are effective for all aspects of goal
pursuit. Past research clearly indicates that IIs effectively initiate goal pursuit processes
(Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006) and suggests that IIs can shield goal striving (Achtzinger,
Gollwitzer, & Sheeran, 2008). Interestingly, in that latter research participants self-generated
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four negative internal states that they were likely to experience during goal pursuit (i.e.,
performance in a tennis match) and four coping responses for those states, which improved
performance over controls (Study 2; Achtzinger et al., 2008). The present research assigned
participants coping strategies imbedded in their IIs rather than allowing participants to selfgenerate their negative internal states and coping responses. This further seems to suggest that
the increased hostility observed in the attention-directing and combined II conditions was the
result of autonomy threats.
With consideration to the differences between this study and Achtzinger et al.’s (2008)
findings discussed above, it might be possible to improve the effectiveness of assigned
implementation intentions by capitalizing on individuals’ perceptions of control. Rather than
assigning individuals a single aversive state and coping strategies associated with that state,
future research might allow individuals to choose from a list of aversive states and coping
strategies. Such a methodology might result in participants perceiving some level of autonomy
and thereby decrease their likelihood of experiencing increased hostile affect. Given that
assigning IIs might at times undermine individuals’ autonomy, an important avenue of future
research will likely be to determine when assigning individuals IIs does not result in the
perception of reduced autonomy. That information potentially could benefit employment
counselors when working with their clients.
Another difference between the above study and the present research concerned the
nature of the internal states addressed. The affect circumplex model suggests that emotions can
be either activated (e.g., anxious, tense, alert, excited) or deactivated (e.g., bored, sad, calm,
contented; Posner, Russell, & Peterson, 2005). Achtzinger et al.’s (2008) research examined
activated negative emotional states preceding a tennis competition (e.g., anxiety), whereas the
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present research examined a deactivated emotional state (i.e., boredom) while completing a
common job search task. Initially, these results suggest that IIs might be differentially effective
when directed at activated versus deactivated emotional states. Future research should
specifically determine whether IIs are only effective when specifying activated emotions and/or
whether they are particularly ineffective when directed at deactivated emotional states.

Practical Implications

As far as I am aware, this study is the first to examine experimentally the efficacy of IIs
for reducing distraction and facilitating performance on a common job search task. The results of
this initial research suggest that implementation intentions likely will not greatly benefit job
seekers during task completion, and even might hinder their performance. If job seekers decide
to use implementation intentions during their job search, they should focus on using external
cues to facilitate task initiation or internal goals. For example, job seekers could generate IIs
such as, “If I sit down at the computer (external cue), then I will spend one hour looking through
job ads before getting on social media (task initiation).” Alternatively, job seekers could use IIs
to make salient their higher order goal of finding employment (i.e., an internal goal) when
experiencing aversive states. For example, job seekers might formulate their IIs in the form of,
“If I experience aversive state X, then I will remember that it is extremely important to find reemployment quickly.” Research reports the benefits of IIs for goal pursuit initiation (e.g.,
Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006) and for activating higher order goals (van Koningsbruggen,
Stroebe, Papies, & Aarts, 2011). Additionally, job seekers using or employment coaches
recommending IIs are cautioned to avoid focusing those IIs on increasing or focusing attention.
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The results of this research suggest that such a strategy might backfire and increase hostility to
result in greater distraction and poorer performance.
However, other research suggests that sometimes IIs do not operate differently from
controls (similar to the distraction-inhibiting and superordinate goal-only conditions in this
research) unless a motivational message is delivered just prior to forming the II (Prestwich et al.,
2008). If this holds in a job search context, then distraction-inhibiting IIs might still prove
beneficial as long as a motivational message precedes their formation. In fact, as job search tasks
often result in a delayed or even no reward (individuals can apply to many jobs and never receive
a response), it might be that IIs alone are not strong enough to benefit job-search performance.
Alternatively, considering that the job search is tedious, time consuming, and must be conducted
in lieu of pursuits that are more enjoyable, IIs might only be effective in a job search context
when coupled with a motivational message. However, future research must validate that
suggestion in a job search context.

Limitations and Future Directions

As with any research, this study had limitations that deserve consideration when
interpreting the results. First, I completed this study with undergraduate college students who
were mainly in their first two years of university. Thus, these participants likely were not highly
skilled or invested in the job search task. This could have affected their performance during the
study. I expect then that differences would have emerged between participants who were
employed or previously employed and those who were not. The results were identical when
controlling for those factors, which suggests that observed performance was not due to
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participants’ past employment experiences. Still, the undergraduate participants in this study did
not actually hold the higher order goal of finding employment. Therefore, they likely were not
intrinsically motivated to complete the job search task. The implementation intentions in this
study might have resulted in lower level construals of the identification task. For implementation
intentions to be effective, a higher order goal might be required. To increase psychological
validity, future research should incorporate participants who are intrinsically motivated to
complete the job search tasks. Thus, future research would likely benefit from a sample of
currently unemployed job seekers who are likely to be more highly invested and therefore
perhaps more internally motivated.
Another limitation of this study concerned the failure by the majority of participants to
recall their assigned goal/II correctly. Although from a theoretical perspective there is no reason
to assume that an unconscious process should remain cognitively accessible, especially after that
process has executed, the possibility remains that some participants did not adequately encode
their goal/II. Yet, the participants did write down their goal five times in front of the
experimenter after reading the goal/II aloud. Thus, it seems likely that participants encoded their
goals/IIs, at least to some degree. However, the current sample was not large enough to analyze
the hypotheses while excluding participants who incorrectly recalled their goal/II. Therefore,
future research could improve on the current design by incorporating a larger sample in order to
determine whether II recall indicates the strength of II encoding.
Another interesting possibility is that the identification task itself interfered with
participants’ recall of their goal/II. Participants spent 60 minutes searching through often-dense
blocks of black text presented on a grey background. The large amount of irrelevant information,
although contributing to ecological validity and task fidelity, might have placed participants
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under an increased degree of cognitive load. In fact, this is one possible explanation for why
goal/II recall was better in some conditions than in others. The attention-directing condition
exhibited the poorest goal/II recall across conditions. This is interesting as the combined
condition’s participants recalled their goal/II correctly nearly as often as the superordinate goalonly and distraction-inhibiting conditions. This might suggest that in the combined condition the
“distraction-inhibiting” component was operational to some degree; it could have inhibited
distraction during task completion to a strong enough degree that goal/II recall was improved.
Future research should continue to examine the different potential focuses of IIs (e.g., goal
initiation, distraction inhibition, time management, attention focusing) to determine which
focuses are more or less likely to prove beneficial to job seekers specifically and goal strivers in
general.
Last, this research was limited in that it could only test a small sample of the population
of potential IIs and their potential forms. This research clearly showed that IIs directed at
focusing attention resulted in rebound effects whereby participants reported more distraction and
performed more poorly when holding those IIs. This is similar to other research that has found
maladaptive effects of IIs regarding exercise behavior (Budden & Sagarin, 2007) and general
goal striving (Powers et al., 2005). Although IIs seem effective for some individuals under some
circumstances, the boundary conditions around II effectiveness are only just beginning to
emerge. Future research examining other boundary conditions would greatly benefit our current
understanding of when IIs are effective. Moreover, this is the second study that reports results
showing that in some circumstances IIs actually increase negative affect, and this increased
negative affect might disrupt or even reverse the effectiveness of those IIs. To date, individuals
high in prescriptive social perfectionism (Powers et al., 2005) and those using IIs to focus
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attention both have exhibited reduced performance from incorporating IIs. It remains unclear
why IIs seem to result in increased negative affect for some individuals. Future research further
examining IIs’ contribution to negative affect, as well as that relationship’s effect on selfregulation and goal striving, is highly desirable.

Potential Moderating Variables and Additional Future Directions

The results of this research could potentially reflect the influence of moderating variables
that were not assessed in this design. Individual difference factors, such as personality variables,
might have influenced the outcomes. One possibility is that certain personality traits will result in
the increased or decreased effectiveness of IIs. For instance, highly conscientious individuals and
individuals with a high need for cognition might spontaneously generate IIs (Gollwitzer &
Sheeran, 2006). For such individuals, IIs might add little to the goal pursuit processes that they
commonly employ. Yet for individuals with low levels of those individual difference factors, IIs
might be especially useful. Considering the assignment of IIs, highly agreeable individuals might
be less likely to experience increased hostile affect or perceive autonomy impingements. Due to
their tendency to be trusting and cooperative (Barrick & Mount, 1991), highly agreeable
individuals might be more likely to adopt and benefit from assigned IIs. Individuals scoring low
in emotional stability also might benefit from IIs. Individuals low in emotional stability tend to
be more likely to interpret negative features in events, even positive events (Brief, Butcher, &
Roberson, 1995). Therefore, individuals low in emotional stability might especially benefit from
IIs designed to cope with aversive internal states. Last, the effectiveness of assigning IIs might
differ depending on individuals’ levels of self-awareness. Allowing individuals to choose from a
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list of expected aversive states might be particularly useful for individuals with low selfawareness. Low self-awareness individuals might have greater difficulty in predicting the
aversive internal states they are likely to experience during task completion. Under such
circumstances, attention-directing IIs might prove more successful than observed in this
research. Future research should explore whether individual difference factors alter the
effectiveness of IIs in general and in the job search context specifically.
Additionally future research attention should be given to the influence of positive and
negative affect on the effectiveness of implementation intentions. Under some
conceptualizations, positive and negative affect are considered distinct and separate affective
dimensions (e.g., Watson & Clark, 1994). Those affective dimensions might influence a given
individual’s approach to a goal pursuit-related task. Frederickson (1998) suggests that negative
emotions narrow individuals’ thought-action repertoires. When experiencing negative emotions,
individuals’ attention narrows to a small set of thought-action tendencies. They tend to focus on
limited information related to that negative state and actions that can ameliorate that experience.
For example, anger or hostility increases the urge to attack or seek retribution (Frederickson,
1998), which is consistent with psychological reactance theory. For individuals who tend to
experience high levels of negative affectivity, assigning IIs might prove less effective. Those
individuals might be more likely to experience increased hostility due to that potential autonomy
violation. Thus, for high negative affectivity individuals, IIs might prove more effective when
directed at reducing negative affect and broadening thought-action repertoires. However, high
degrees of positive affectivity have been suggested to broaden thought-action repertoires
(Frederickson, 1998). Frederickson’s (1998) Broaden-and-Build Model of Positive Emotions
suggests that experiencing positive emotions will broaden the scope of attention, cognition, and
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action. Individuals experiencing high levels of positive affect might require different IIs than
individuals experiencing high levels of negative affect. In fact, inducing individuals experiencing
high positive affect levels to focus attention in a particular manner with the use of IIs might
actually act to limit their thought-action repertoires. Future research should determine whether II
effectiveness differs dependent upon current and trait levels of positive and negative affectivity.
Last, future research to examine the effectiveness of IIs as coping strategies should
consider whether a problem-focused or emotion-focused approach is more amenable to the use
of IIs. A problem-focused approach to coping typically results in the most benefit for individuals.
For example, when experiencing high anxiety levels due to a pending test situation one might
engage in problem-focused coping by increasing study times. However when the situation lies
outside of an individual’s control, emotion-focused coping approaches have been found to be
successful (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004). For example, once the anxiety-inducing test is
complete, the anxiety might remain as the results have not yet been provided. Then one might
engage in emotion regulation by attempting to distance the self from the testing situation.
Therefore, individuals might engage both problem-focused and emotion-focused coping at
different times depending upon the given context (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004). IIs might be
especially effective for coping if they match the situational context. For the example of an
approaching test, IIs might be more useful if directed at initiating goal-directed activities (e.g.,
“When I get home, then I will begin studying”). Once the test is completed and anxiety remains
while waiting for the results, IIs might more usefully be directed at emotion-focused coping such
as distancing (e.g., “If I am worrying about the test results, then I will read an interesting book”).
Future research should examine whether IIs directed at coping interact with the situational
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context in order to determine when coping-directed IIs might prove more or less beneficial to the
coping process.

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

Participants in this study completed a common job search task after being assigned and
encoding one of three different implementation intentions designed to assist in coping with
boredom. The results showed that increased boredom associated with increased negative affect
and greater distraction while completing the job search task. Boredom was also significantly
related to poorer task performance on the job search task. However, rather than assisting
individuals in remaining focused and performing effectively, IIs that attempted to direct
individuals’ attention backfired. Those participants actually experienced more distraction and
demonstrated poorer performance than individuals did when holding only a superordinate goal or
an II designed to inhibit boredom. These results suggest that although effective for some
individuals within some contexts, IIs do not benefit all individuals at all times. I discussed the
theoretical and practical implications of these findings, as well as how they relate to other
implementation intention research. A growing body of work is highlighting individual
differences and contexts in which IIs not only are ineffective but also seem detrimental to
individuals. This research contributes to that literature by showing that IIs aimed at directing
attention also appear detrimental to individuals’ goal striving. Thus alongside of individual
differences and contextual influences, the content or focus of IIs might be another factor that
determines their (in)effectiveness.

REFERENCES

Achtzinger, A., Gollwitzer, P.M., & Sheeran, P. (2008). Implementation intentions and shielding
goal striving from unwanted thoughts and feelings. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 34, 381-393. doi: 10.1177/0146167207311201
Alhola, P., & Polo-Kantola, P. (2007). Sleep deprivation: Impact on cognitive performance.
Neuropsychiatric Disease and Treatment, 3, 553-567. Retrieved from
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2656292/
Ashton, M.C., & Lee, K. (2009). The HEXACO-60: A short measure of the major dimensions of
personality. Journal of Personality Assessment, 91, 340-345. doi:
10.1080/00223890902935878
Barber, A., Daly, C., Giannantonio, C., & Phillips, J. (1994). Job search activities: An
examination of changes over time. Personnel Psychology, 47, 739-766.
doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.1994.tb01574.x
Barrick, M.R., & Mount, M.K. (1991). The big five personality dimensions and job performance:
A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44, 1-26. doi: 10.1111/j.17446570.1991.tb00688.x
Boswell, W., Zimmerman, R., & Swider, B. (2012). Employee job search: Toward an
understanding of search context and search objectives. Journal of Management, 38, 129163. doi:10.1177/0149206311421829
Brief, A., Butcher, A., & Roberson, L. (1995). Cookies, disposition, and job attitudes: The
effects of positive mood-inducing events and negative affectivity on job satisfaction in a
field experiment. OBHDP, 62, 55-62. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1995.1030
Budden, J.S., & Sagarin, B.J. (2007). Implementation intentions, occupational stress, and the
exercise intention-behavior relationship. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 12,
391-401. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.12.4.391
Cheek, J., & Briggs, S. (1990). Shyness as a personality trait. In W. Crozier, Perspectives from
Social Psychology (pp. 315-337). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

57
Ciarocco, N., Twenge, J., Muraven, M., & Tice, D. (2007). Measuring state self-control:
Reliability, validity, and correlations with physical and psychological stress. Unpublished
manuscript.
Diefendorff, J., Hall, R., Lord, R., & Strean, M. (2000). Action-state orientation: Construct
validity of a revised measure and its relationship to work-related variables. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 85, 250-263. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.250
Dijksterhuis, A., & Aarts, H. (2010). Goals, attention, and (un)consciousness. Annual Review of
Psychology, 61, 467-490. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100445
Dillard, J.P., & Shen, L. (2005). On the nature of reactance and its role in persuasive health
communication,Communication Monographs, 72, 144-168. doi:
10.1080/03637750500111815
Eastwood, J., Frischen, A., Fenske, M., & Smilek, D. (2012). The unengaged mind: Defining
boredom in terms of attention. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 7, 482-495.
doi:10.1177/1745691612456044
Fahlman, S., Mercer-Lynn, K., Flora, D., & Eastwood, J. (2013). Development and validation of
the Multidimensional State Boredom Scale. Assessment, 20, 68-85.
doi:10.1177/1073191111421303
Farmer, R., & Sundberg, N.D. (1986). Boredom proness – The development and correlates of a
new scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 50, 4-17. doi: 10.120/s15327752jpa5001_2
Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power
analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research
Methods, 39, 175-191. doi:10.3758/BF03193146
Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS. California: SAGE Publications, Inc.
Folkman, S., & Moskowitz, J.T. (2004). Coping: Pitfalls and promise. Annual Review of
Psychology, 55, 745-774. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.141456
Frederickson, B. I. (1998). What good are positive emotions? Review of General Psychology, 2,
300-319. doi: 10.1037/1089-2680.2.3.30046
Goldberg, Y., Eastwood, J., LaGuardia, J., & Danckert, J. (2011). Boredom: An emotional
experience distinct from apathy, anhedonia, or depression. Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 30, 647-666. doi:10.1521/jscp.2011.30.6.647
Gollwitzer, P., & Brandstatter, V. (1997). Implementation intentions and effective goal pursuit.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 186-199. doi:10.1037/00223514.73.1.186

58
Gollwitzer, P., & Schaal, B. (1998). Metacognition in action: The importance of implementation
intentions. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 2, 124-136.
doi:10.1207/s15327957pspr0202_5
Gollwitzer, P., & Sheeran, P. (2006). Implementation intentions and goal achievement: A metaanalysis of effects and processes. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 69119. doi:10.1016/S0065-2601(06)38002-1
Hayes, A.F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A
regression-based approach. New York: The Guilford Press.

Herrman, C., & Wortmann, C. (1985). Action control and the coping process. In J. Kuhl, & J.
Beckman, Action control: From cognition to behavior (pp. 151-180). New York:
Springer Verlag.
Holland, R., Aarts, H., & Langendam, D. (2006). Breaking and creating habits on the working
floor: A field-experiment on the power of implementation intentions. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 776-783. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2005.11.006
Johns, M. (1991). A new method for measuring daytime sleepiness: The Epworth Sleep Scale.
Sleep, 14, 540-545. Retrieved from http://epworthsleepinessscale.com/wpcontent/uploads/2008/12/a-new-method-for-measuring-daytime-sleepiness-the-epworthsleepiness-scale2.pdf

Kanfer, R., Wanberg, C., & Kantrowitz, T. (2001). Job search and employment: A personalitymotivational analysis and meta-analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 837855. doi:10.1037//0021-9010.86.5.837
Kanfer, R., & Heggestad, E. (1999). Individual differences in motivation: Traits and selfregulatory skills. In P. Ackerman, P. Kyllonen, & R. Roberts (Eds.), Learning and
Individual Differences: Process, Trait, and Content Determinants (pp. 293-313).
Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Association.
Klein, H., Wesson, M., Hollenbeck, J., Wright, P.M., & DeShon, R. (2001). The assessment of
goal commitment: A measurement model meta-analysis. Ogranizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 85, 32-55. doi:10.1006/obhd.2000.2931
Kuhl, J. (1985). Volitional mediators of cognition-behavior consistency: Self-regulator processes
and action versus state orientation. In J. Kuhl, & J. Beckman (Eds.), Action Control:
From Cognition to Behavior (pp. 101-128). New York: Springer.
MacLeod, C. (1991). Half a century of research on the Stroop effect: An integrative review.
Psychological Bulletin, 109, 163-203. doi:10.1037/0096-3445.121.12

59
MacLeod, C. (1992). The Stroop task: The "gold standard" of attentional measures. Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 121, 12-14. doi:10.1037/0096-3445.121.1.12
McKee-Ryan, F., Song, Z., Wanberg, C., & Kinicki, A. (2005). Psychological and physical wellbeing during unemployment: A meta-analytic study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90,
53-76. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.53
Mendoza, S., Gollwitzer, P., & Amodio, D. (2010). Reducing the expression of implicit
stereotypes: Reflexive control through implementation intentions. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 36, 512-523. doi:10.1177/0146167210362789
Miron, A.M., & Brehm, J.W. (2008). Reactance theory – 40 years later. Zeitschrift fur
Sozialpsychologie, 37, 9-18. doi: 10.1024/0044-3514.37.1.9
Paul, K., & Moser, K. (2009). Unemployment impairs mental health: Meta-analyses. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 74, 264-282. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2009.01.001
Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Daniels, L., Stupnisky, R., & Perry, R. (2010). Boredom in achievement
settings: Exploring control-value antecedents and performance outcomes of a neglected
emotion. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102, 531-549. doi:10.1037/a0019243
Posner, J., Russell, J.A., & Peterson, B.S. (2005). The circumplex model of affect: An integrative
approach to affective neuroscience, cognitive development, and psychopathology.
Developmental Psychopathology, 17, 715-734. Retrieved from:
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16262989
Powers, T.A., Koestner, R., & Topciu, R.A. (2005). Implementation intentions, perfectionism,
and goal progress: Perhaps the roal to hell is paved with good intentions. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 902-912. doi: 10.1177/0146167204272311
Prestwich, A., Ayres, K., & Lawton, R. (2008). Crossing two types of implementation intentions
with a protection motivation intervention for the reduction of saturated fat intake: A
randomized trial. Social Science & Medicine, 67, 1550-1558.
doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.07.019
Rain, S.A. (2013). The nature of psychological reactance revisted: A meta-analytic review.
Human Communication Research, 39, 47-73. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2958.2012.01443.x
Ryan, R.M., & Deci, E.L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic
motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55, 68-78. doi:
1037//0003-066X.55.1.68
Ryan, R.M., & Deci, E.L. (2001). On happiness and human potentials: A review of research on
hedonic and eudaimonic well-being. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 141-166.
Retrieved from:

60
http://www.uic.edu/classes/psych/Health/Readings/Ryan,%20Happiness%20%20well%20being,%20AnnRevPsy,%202001.pdf
Saks, A. (2006). Multiple predictors and criteria of job search success. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 68, 400-415. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2005.10.001
Schlenker, B., & Leary, M. (1982). Social anxiety and self-presentation: A conceptualization and
model. Psychological Bulletin, 92, 641-669. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.92.3.641
Stroop, J. (1935). Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions. Journal of Experimental
Psychology, 18, 643-662. doi:10.1037/h0054651
Tangney, J.P., Baumeister, R.F., & Boone, A.L. (2004). High self-control predicts good
adjustment, less pathology, better grades, and interpersonal success. Journal of
Personality, 72, 271-324. Retrieved from:
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x/pdf
van Hooft, E., Born, M., Taris, T., van der Flier, H., & Blonk, R. (2005). Bridging the gap
between intentions and behavior: Implementation intentions, action control, and
procrastination. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66, 238-256.
doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2004.10.003
van Koningsbruggen, G.M., Stroebe, W., Papies, E.K., & Aarts, H. (2011). Implementation
intentions as goal primes: Boosting self-control in tempting environments. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 551-557. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.799
van Tilburg, W., & Igou, E. (2012). On boredom: Lack of challenge and meaning as distinct
boredom experiences. Motivation and Emotion, 36, 181-194. doi:10.1007/s11031-0119234-9
Wanberg, C. (2012). The individual experience of unemployment. Annual Review of Psychology,
63, 369-396. doi:10.1146/annrev-psych-120710-100500
Wanberg, C., Basbug, G., van Hooft, E., & Samtani, A. (2012). Navigating the black hole:
Explicating layers of job search context and adaptational responses. Personnel
Psychology, 65, 887-926. doi:10.1111/peps.12005
Wanberg, C., Zhu, J., & Van Hooft, E. (2010). The job search grind: Perceived progress, selfreactions, and self-regulation of search effort. Academy of Management Journal, 53, 788807. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2010.52814599
Wanberg, C., Zhu, J., Kanfer, R., & Zhang, Z. (2012). After the pink slip: Applying dynamic
motivation frameworks to the job search experience. Academy of Management Journal,
55, 261-284. doi:10.5465/amj.2010.0157

61
Watson, D., & Clark, L. (1994). The PANAS-X: Manual for the Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule - expanded form. Retrieved from: http://ir.uiowa.edu/psychology_pubs/11/
Webb, T., Ononaiye, M., Sheeran, P., Reidy, J., & Lavda, A. (2010). Using implementation
intentions to overcome the effects of social anxiety on attention and appraisals of
performance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 612-627.
doi:10.1177/0146167210367785

APPENDIX A
QUALIFICATION SHEET

63
Qualifications Sheet
Below are some common job seeker qualifications. Today you will be reviewing job ads for 60
minutes to decide if the qualifications match the job ad displayed on the screen. In other words,
would an individual with the qualifications below be eligible to apply for each position?
If all of the qualifications match the job ad, select the button labeled ‘Matching Ad.’
If any of the qualifications do not match the job ad, select the button labeled ‘Non-matching Ad.’
Qualifications:
1.

High School Diploma/GED, Associate’s degree, and a B.A. in Psychology.

2.

2 ½ years of recent experience in a fast-paced customer service/retail/sales environment.

3.

The ability to work various shifts (e.g., 1st, 2nd, 3rd and weekend shifts) and overtime.

4.
Basic computing skills/experience with the Microsoft Office Suite (e.g, Word, Excel,
Outlook, and PowerPoint).
5.

Proficiency with Social Media sites and Internet research.

6.

Basic typing skills; at least 45 words per minute.

7.

Ability to lift at least 35 pounds.

8.

Reliable transportation and a valid driver’s license.

9.
Strong interpersonal/communication (e.g., verbal/public speaking and
written/proofreading) skills.
10.

Proficiency with the Windows operating system.

11.

Intermediate mathematical (e.g., analytical) and reading comprehension skills.

12.

Good organizational, time management and multi-tasking skills.

13.

Working well with others (e.g., in a team-oriented environment).

14.

Felony/drug free and the ability to pass a background/credit check.

15.
Require full-time employment, no temporary positions or contract work (e.g., at least 35
hours per week).
16.

Cannot relocate or travel.
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Example Employment Advertisements
Qualifying Employment Advertisement Examples:
1. Rental Sales Associate
Avis Budget Group is an action-packed, high-energy workplace where things
move forward every day. We are a global leader in the travel services industry operating
two of the most recognized brands in the vehicle rental business. We are a customer-led,
service-driven organization that offers an enthusiastic, family-friendly and collaborative
work environment where you can expect to be developed, recognized and rewarded for a
job well done. If you want to GO somewhere in your career, Avis Budget Group is the
place to be.
As a Rental Sales Associate, you will assist customers with their vehicle rental to
ensure a positive customer experience, while also promoting our additional products and
services. The ideal candidate for this position is energetic, motivated by money, has a
passion for customer service and enjoys working in a fast-paced environment.
Qualifications:







At least 6 months of experience in a role where sales and/or customer service
were key elements of your duties
Ability to handle high-pressure sales and service situations in a calm and
collected manner
Willing to work various shifts including nights, weekends, and holidays
Basic computer skills in order to enter information into our database
Willing to complete pre-employment testing, drug screen, and background check
In order to be considered for this outstanding opportunity, you must be sales
driven, self-motivated, personable, dependable, and willing to work shifts that
may include evenings, weekends, and holidays.

Compensation & Benefits:
We provide a flexible full-time or part-time schedule, hourly base pay PLUS an
extremely lucrative commission/incentive/bonus plan. Full-time employees are eligible
for comprehensive benefits that include Medical, Prescription Plans, Dental, Vision,
Flexible Spending Accounts, Basic and Voluntary Life and AD&D and 401K Savings
Plan.
2. Maintenance Superintendent
Industry leader, Related Management, has a great career opportunity for an
outstanding Maintenance Superintendent for a 228 unit LIHTC residential property.
Related offers a generous benefit package, technology that puts us ahead of the
competition, as well as training and support systems that are unmatched. We deliver an
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exceptional level of respect-based customer service, a commitment to sustainable
practices, including the largest smoke free residential initiative in the industry, and a
focus on value enhancement that are unparalleled. We have a growing portfolio of real
estate assets which are located in over 15 states. This makes us one of the largest and
most diversified privately owned property management firms in the United States.
Related Management has set an exceptional performance benchmark for the
responsive and professional management of both affordable and market rate
communities. Our philosophy of management is anchored in the respect we have for the
needs of our employees, our residents and our investors. We realize that to meet the
needs of any of these we must address the needs of all three.
Tell us why you should be the next important member of our team who will help
us deliver outstanding customer service in all areas of building maintenance and
operations.
Responsibilities: Preventative/scheduled maintenance; staff supervision; repair projects;
purchasing of materials; custodial work; interior/exterior painting; general site
administration; apartment renovations/turns; as well as special projects as assigned.
Qualifications:






Highly motivated service-oriented self-starter
Strong in-person, computer and written communication skills
Experience with large construction projects, boilers and chillers a huge plus
Good problem solving ability
Bilingual in Spanish a plus

Equal Opportunity Employer.
Non-Qualifying Employment Advertisements Examples:
3. Assistant Store Manager
Cash Store, a Cottonwood Financial brand, is one of the largest privately-held financial
service providers to the retail consumer finance industry. Founded in 1996, we have over
280 locations across the country. We are actively engaged in a high-volume, rapid retail
rollout of new locations to significantly increase the footprint of Cash Store throughout
the United States. This growth, coupled with our best-in-class customer service, allows us
to offer an innovative mix of financial products and services to our present and future
customers.
KEY COMPANY FACTS




Profitable every year since inception
Company has zero debt – growth is funded through internal capital
Plan to expand to 500 locations by the end of 2014

67


Locations are 100% company owned – no franchises

The Assistant Store Manager will be part of an enthusiastic and motivated team of
financial service professionals. You will be helping our customers get the cash they need,
when they need it, and you will be working in a friendly environment with great
opportunities and benefits, where talented employees can get ahead.
Responsibilities:







Provide exceptional customer service with every existing and potential customer
Educate customers on all product offerings
Process loan applications and make loans
Safeguard and maintain customer records
Make collection calls on overdue loans
Open and close the store

Qualifications:








Exceptional customer service attitude
3 years previous experience in retail, banking, hospitality, customer service, or
collections is required
Some computer familiarity or skills
Able to work Monday to Saturday
High school diploma / GED
Reliable transportation and valid driver’s license
Must pass credit, MVR (driving record) and criminal background checks

Compensation & Benefits:



Highly competitive pay!
Receive up to 12% increase in pay in your first year through scheduled wage
increases!
 Earn up to an additional $750 in performance incentives every month!
 Medical Insurance, Dental & Vision, Life Insurance, AD&D Insurance, 401K
Plan with Company Match
 Paid Holidays and Vacation
 One of the best retail schedules available – No Sundays, half days on Saturdays,
close early evenings Monday-Friday
4. Parts Department Associate
J.W. Turf was established in 1987 as one of the first John Deere Golf equipment
distributors in the nation. High quality products, Parts and Service departments boasting
over 73 years of industry experience, and an unmatched dedication to superior customer
service has made J.W. Turf the longest standing golf equipment distributors.
Responsibilities:
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Receive and complete telephone/walk-in orders for parts
Examine and determine replacement parts required
Prepare sales slips
Receive payments
Maintain parts inventory
Assist in keeping parts area clean and orderly

Qualifications:










Organizational skills
Prioritize tasks to accommodate needs of customers
Ability to work efficiently in a fast-paced environment
Knowledge of equipment and parts used in golf and turf equipment
Previous parts department experience
Basic typing skills needed
Must be able to do heavy lifting, greater than 40 lbs, of equipment parts
May be required to bend, pull, and climb
Mon-Fri 7:00 am - 4:00 pm

Benefits & Compensation:
Wages based on experience. Full benefits available the first of the month
following 30 days of employment.
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HWK Goal Commitment Scale (Klein et al., 2001)

Instructions:
Please indicate your agreement to the following statements using the provided scale.
Scale:
1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree)
Items:
It’s hard to take this goal seriously (R)
Quite frankly, I don’t care if I achieve this goal or not. (R)
I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal.
It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon this goal.
I think this is a good goal to shoot for.


(R) Reverse-scored items.
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PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994)

Instructions:
This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different feelings and
emotions. Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present
moment on the provided scales.
Scale:
1 (Very slightly or not at all) to 5 (Extremely)
Items:
cheerful
disgusted
attentive
bashful
sluggish
daring
surprised
strong
scornful
relaxed
irritable
delighted
inspired
fearless
disgusted with self

sad
calm
afraid
tired
amazed
shaky
happy
timid
alone
alert
upset
angry
bold
blue
shy

active
guilty
joyful
nervous
lonely
sleepy
excited
hostile
proud
jittery
lively
ashamed
at ease
scared
drowsy

angry at self
enthusiastic
downhearted
sheepish
distressed
blameworthy
determined
frightened
astonished
interested
loathing
confident
energetic
concentrating
dissatisfied with self
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Epworth State Sleepiness Scale (Johns, 1991)

Instructions:
Use the provided scale to choose the most appropriate number for each situation.
Scale:
0 = would never doze or sleep
1 = slight chance of dozing or sleeping
2 = moderate chance of dozing or sleeping
3 = high chance of dozing or sleeping
Situation/Items:
Sitting and reading.
Watching TV.
Sitting inactive in a public place.
Being a passenger in a motor vehicle for an hour or more.
Lying down in the afternoon.
Sitting and talking to someone.
Sitting quietly after lunch (no alcohol).
Stopped for a few minutes in traffic while driving.
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Sleep Quantity and Quality

Instructions:
Please answer the following questions honestly.

Items:
How long did you sleep last night? Hours___ Minutes___

How long did you desire to sleep last night? Hours___ Minutes___

Instructions:
Please rate the quality of your sleep last night using the provided scale.
Scale:
1 (Very poorly) to 7 (Very well)
Item:
How well did you sleep last night?
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Boredom Proneness Scale (Farmer & Sundberg, 1986)

Instructions:
Please indicate if the following statements are true or false about you.
Items (Scoring Key in Brackets):
It is easy for me to concentrate on my activities. (F)
Frequently when I am working I find myself worrying about other things. (T)
Time always seems to be passing slowly. (T)
I often find myself at “loose ends,” not knowing what to do. (T)
I am often trapped in situations where I have to do meaningless things. (T)
Having to look at someone’s home movies or travel slides bores me tremendously. (T)
I have projects in mind all the time, things to do. (F)
I find it easy to entertain myself. (F)
Many things I have to do are repetitive and monotonous. (T)
It takes more stimulation to get me going than most people. (T)
I get a kick out of most things I do. (F)
I am seldom excited about my work. (T)
In any situation I can usually find something to do or see to keep me interested. (F)
Much of the time I just sit around doing nothing. (T)
I am good at waiting patiently. (F)
I often find myself with nothing to do – time on my hands. (T)
In situations where I have to wait, such as a line or queue, I get very restless. (T)
I often wake up with a new idea. (F)
It would be very hard for me to find a job that is exciting enough. (T)
I would like more challenging things to do in life. (R)
I feel that I am working below my abilities most of the time. (T)
Many people would say that I am a creative or imaginative person. (F)
I have so many interests, I don’t have time to do everything. (F)
Among my friends, I am the one who keeps doing something the longest. (F)
Unless I am doing something exciting, even dangerous, I feel half-dead and dull. (T)
It takes a lot of change and variety to keep me really happy. (T)
It seems that the same things are on television or the movies all the time; it’s getting old.
(T)
When I was young, I was often in monotonous and tiresome situations. (T)
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HEXACO (Big Five Personality Factors; Ashton & Lee, 2009)

Instructions:
Below you will find a series of statements about you. Please read each statement and
decide how much you agree or disagree with that statement. Then select your response
using the provided scale.
Scale:
1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree)
Items:
I would be quite bored by a visit to an art gallery.
I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid scrambling at the last minute.
I rarely hold a grudge, even against people who have badly wronged me.
I feel reasonably satisfied with myself overall.
I would feel afraid if I had to travel in bad weather conditions.
I wouldn't use flattery to get a raise or promotion at work, even if I thought it would succeed.
I'm interested in learning about the history and politics of other countries.
I often push myself very hard when trying to achieve a goal.
People sometimes tell me that I am too critical of others.
I rarely express my opinions in group meetings.
I sometimes can't help worrying about little things.
If I knew that I could never get caught, I would be willing to steal a million dollars.
I would enjoy creating a work of art, such as a novel, a song, or a painting.
When working on something, I don't pay much attention to small details.
People sometimes tell me that I'm too stubborn.
I prefer jobs that involve active social interaction to those that involve working alone.
When I suffer from a painful experience, I need someone to make me feel comfortable.
Having a lot of money is not especially important to me.
I think that paying attention to radical ideas is a waste of time.
I make decisions based on the feeling of the moment rather than on careful thought.
People think of me as someone who has a quick temper.
On most days, I feel cheerful and optimistic.
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I feel like crying when I see other people crying.
I think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is.
If I had the opportunity, I would like to attend a classical music concert.
When working, I sometimes have difficulties due to being disorganized.
My attitude toward people who have treated me badly is “forgive and forget”.
I feel that I am an unpopular person.
When it comes to physical danger, I am very fearful.
If I want something from someone, I will laugh at that person's worst jokes.
I’ve never really enjoyed looking through an encyclopedia.
I do only the minimum amount of work needed to get by.
I tend to be lenient in judging other people.
In social situations, I’m usually the one who makes the first move.
I worry a lot less than most people do.
I would never accept a bribe, even if it were very large.
People have often told me that I have a good imagination.
I always try to be accurate in my work, even at the expense of time.
I am usually quite flexible in my opinions when people disagree with me.
The first thing that I always do in a new place is to make friends.
I can handle difficult situations without needing emotional support from anyone else.
I would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods.
I like people who have unconventional views.
I make a lot of mistakes because I don’t think before I act.
Most people tend to get angry more quickly than I do.
Most people are more upbeat and dynamic than I generally am.
I feel strong emotions when someone close to me is going away for a long time.
I want people to know that I am an important person of high status.
I don’t think of myself as the artistic or creative type.
People often call me a perfectionist.
Even when people make a lot of mistakes, I rarely say anything negative.
I sometimes feel that I am a worthless person.
Even in an emergency I wouldn’t feel like panicking.
I wouldn’t pretend to like someone just to get that person to do favors for me.
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I find it boring to discuss philosophy.
I prefer to do whatever comes to mind, rather than stick to a plan.
When people tell me that I’m wrong, my first reaction is to argue with them.
When I’m in a group of people, I’m often the one who speaks on behalf of the group.
I remain unemotional even in situations where most people get very sentimental.
I’d be tempted to use counterfeit money, if I were sure I could get away with it.
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Brief Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004)
Instructions:
Using the scale provided, please indicate how much each of the following statements
reflects how you typically are.
Rating Scale:
1 (Not at all) –2—3—4—5(Very much)
Items:
I am good at resisting temptation. *
I have a hard time breaking bad habits. (R) *
I am lazy. (R) *
I say inappropriate things. (R) *
I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun. (R) *
I refuse things that are bad for me. *
I wish I had more self-discipline. (R) *
People would say that I have iron self-discipline. *
Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work done. (R) *
I have trouble concentrating. (R) *
I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals. *
Sometimes I can’t stop myself from getting work done. (R) *
I often act without thinking through all the alternatives. (R) *


(R) Reverse-scored items.

79
Action-State Orientation Scale (ACS – 90; Diefendorff et al., 2000)
Instructions:
Below is a series of statements. Please read each statement completely and select the
answer that is most representative of you.
Items/Responses:
When I am told that my work has been completely unsatisfactory:
A. I don't let it bother me for too long.
B. I feel paralyzed.
When I have a lot of important things to do and they must all be done soon:
A. I often don't know where to begin.
B. I find it easy to make a plan and stick with it.
If I've worked for weeks on one project and then everything goes completely wrong with
the
project:
A. It takes me a long time to adjust myself to it.
B. It bothers me for a while, but then I don't think about it anymore.
When I am getting ready to tackle a difficult problem:
A. It feels like I am facing a big mountain that I don't think I can climb.
B. I look for a way that the problem can be approached in a suitable manner.
When something is very important to me, but I can't seem to get it right:
A. I gradually lose heart.
B. I just forget about it and do something else.
When I have a lot of important things to do and they must all be done soon:
A. I often don't know where to begin.
B. I find it easy to make a plan and stick with it.
When several things go wrong on the same day:
A. I usually don't know how to deal with it.
B. I just keep on going as though nothing had happened.
When I have an obligation to do something that is boring and uninteresting:
A. I do it and get it over with.
B. It can take a while before I can bring myself to do it.
When I have put all my effort into doing a really good job on something and the
whole thing doesn't work out:
A. I don't have too much difficulty starting something else.
B. I have trouble doing anything else at all.
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When I have a boring assignment:
A. I usually don't have any problem getting through it.
B. I sometimes can't get moving on it.
When something really gets me down:
A. I have trouble doing anything at all.
B. I find it easy to distract myself by doing other things.
When I am facing a big project that has to be done:
A. I often spend too long thinking about where I should begin.
B. I don't have any problems getting started.
When something is very important to me, but I can't seem to get it right:
A. I gradually lose heart.
B. I just forget about it and do something else.
When I have to take care of something important which is also unpleasant:
A. I do it and get it over with.
B. It can take a while before I can bring myself to it.
If I have to talk to someone about something important and, repeatedly, can't find him
or her at home:
A. I can't stop thinking about it, even while I'm doing something else.
B. I easily forget about it until I see the person.
When I have to solve a difficult problem:
A. I usually don't have a problem getting started on it.
B. I have trouble sorting things out in my head so that I can get down to working
on the problem.

81
Multidimensional State Boredom Scale (MSBS; Fahlman et al., 2013)
Instructions:
Original instructions: Please respond to each question indicating how you feel right now
about yourself and your life, even if it is different from how you usually feel. Use the
following choices: 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Somewhat disagree; 4 =
Neutral; 5 = Somewhat agree; 6 = Agree; and 7 = Strongly agree.
Scale:
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)
Items:
1. Time is passing by slower than usual.
2. I am stuck in a situation that I feel is irrelevant.
3. I am easily distracted.
4. I am lonely.
5. Everything seems to be irritating me right now.
6. I wish time would go by faster.
7. Everything seems repetitive and routine to me.
8. I feel down.
9. I seem to be forced to do things that have no value to me.
10. I feel bored.
11. Time is dragging on.
12. I am more moody than usual.
13. I am indecisive or unsure what to do next.
14. I feel agitated.
15. I feel empty.
16. It is difficult to focus my attention.
17. I want to do something fun, but nothing appeals to me.
18. Time is moving very slowly.
19. I wish I was doing something more exciting.
20. My attention span is shorty than usual.
21. I am impatient right now.
22. I am wasting time that would be better spent on something else.
23. My mind is wandering.
24. I want something to happen but I’m not sure what.
25. I feel cut off from the rest of the world.
26. Right now it seems like time is passing slowly.
27. I am annoyed with the people around me.
28. I feel like I’m sitting around waiting for something to happen.
29. It seems like there’s no one around for me to talk to.
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Scoring:
MSBS Total Score: sum of dimension scores
Disengagement subscale: Items 2, 7, 9, 10, 13, 17, 19, 22, 24, 28
High arousal subscale: Items 5, 12, 14, 21, 27
Inattention subscale: Items 3, 16, 20, 23
Low arousal subscale: Items 4, 8, 15, 25, 29
Time perception subscale: Items 1, 6, 11, 18, 26
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Distraction Scale

Instructions:
Please indicate your agreement to the following statements using the provided scale.
Scale:
1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree)
Items:
During the task, my mind kept wandering.
During the task, my thoughts kept drifting to other things.
During the task, I had difficulty staying focused.
During the task, I was easily distracted.
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State Self-control Depletion Scale (Ciarocco et al., 2007)

Instructions:
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements AT THIS
MOMENT.
Scale:
1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree)
Items:
I feel mentally exhausted
I can’t absorb any information
I have lots of energy.
Right now, it would take a lot of effort for me to concentrate on something.
I need something pleasant to make me feel better
If I were given a difficult task right now, I would give up easily.
I would want to quit any difficult task I was given.
I feel lazy.
If I were tempted by something right now, it would be difficult to resist.
I feel drained.
I feel worn out.
I feel calm and rational.
I feel motivated.
I am having a hard time controlling my urges.
I wish I could just relax for awhile.
This would be a good time for me to make an important decision
My mental energy is running low.
I feel ready to concentrate.
I feel sharp and focused.
A new challenge would appeal to me right now.
I want to give up.
I feel like my willpower is gone.
My mind feels unfocused right now.
I feel discouraged.
Right now, I would find it difficult to plan ahead.
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Demographics
Instructions:
Please choose the option that BEST describes your standing on each characteristic.

Items:
Personal Demographics

What is your age in years? __________

Native English Speaker:

Y

N

For the purposes of tracking social representation, we would appreciate it if you
completed the following items.

Sex:

F

M

Which of the options below best describes your relationship status?

Single or casually dating (e.g., not in a committed relationship)
In a committed relationship
Engaged
Married/Civil Union
Divorced

Do you have dependents? Yes/No
If yes,
How many dependents do you have? ___
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Race/Ethnicity (circle all that apply):

White (not Hispanic)
Hispanic
Black
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian or Pacific Islander
Other (specify) ___________________________

Disability:

Y

N

If Y, please indicate which category best describes your condition:

Physical/mobility disability
Sensory Disability (e.g., hearing, vision, speech)
Cognitive/Developmental Disability (e.g., ADHD, dyslexia, autism)
Psychological/Mood Disorders (e.g., generalized anxiety disorder, bipolar,
depression)

Color-blind: Y

N

Educational Demographics
What is your year in college? (please check one):
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_____ Freshman

_____ Sophomore

_____ Junior

_____ Senior

_____ Graduate Student
What is your major? _______

Employment Demographics
Are you currently employed? Yes/No
If yes,
Are you employed…?
1) Full-time
2) Part-time
3) Seasonal
On average, how many hours a week do you work? _____
What is your job title? ___________________
How long have you worked for your employer? _____
If no,
Have you ever been employed? Yes/No
If no, end survey.
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If yes,
In your last position, were you…?
1) Full-time
2) Part-time
3) Seasonal
On average, how many hours a week did you work? ____
What was your job title?
How long did you work for that employer?
Why did you leave that position?
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Open-Ended Goal/II Recall Questions
Instructions:
Please complete the statements below with your goal during this task.
Control condition:
Item:
Today I will…

Manipulation conditions:
Items:
Today I will…
If I feel bored, I will…

